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DECISIONS 


RKLATING  TO 


THE  PUBLIC  Li^NDS, 


RAILROAD  GRANT— PRE-EMPTION  FILING-INDEMNITY  SBIiBCTION. 

Northern  Pacific  B.  E.  Co.  et  al.  v.  John  O.  Miller. 

A  prima  facie  valid  pre-emptioD  filing  of  record  at  the  date  when  a  railroad  grant 
takes  effect  excludes  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

The  right  to  select  a  particnlar  tract  as  indemnity  can  not  be  recognized  if  the  loss 
for  which  indemnity  is  claimed  is  not  specifically  designated. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  1, 

1890. 

The  SE.  i  of  NE.  \  and  the  NE.  J  of  SE.  \  of  section  19,  T.  131  N., 
B.  40  W.,  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota,  are  within  the  granted  limits  of  the 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Hallway  company  and  also  within 
the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  company. 

The  rights  of  the  former  company  (as  stated  by  your  office)  attached 
December  19, 1871,  and  a  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter  was 
ordered  by  your  office  letter  of  December  26, 1871,  received  at  the  local 
office  January  G,  1872. 

On  November  24, 187  L,  Jens  Anderson  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  alleging  settlement  the  same  day  upon  the  land  described. 

On  January  30, 1884,  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  applied  to  select 
the  said  land.  Its  application  was  rejected  at  the  local  office  and  the 
said  company  appealed. 

On  April  8, 1884,  John  O.  Miller,  alleging  that  the  filing  of  Ander- 
son had  excepted  the  land  from  the  grant  to  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  By.,  made  homestead  application  for  the  same. 

Thereupon  a  hearing,  at  which  the  applicant  and  the  company  last 
named  were  represented  by  counsel,  was  had  at  the  local  office  on  May 
15, 1884. 

On  the  same  day  the  local  officers  found  from  the  testimony  that  An- 
derson had  made  settlement,  built  a  house,  and  resided  upon  the  land 
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and  that  his  claim  beiug  <<  capable  of  being  perfected  at  the  time  the 
railroad  grant  took  efiect"  excepted  the  land  therefrom. 

From  this  rnling  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  attorney  for  the  com- 
pany. 

On  September  16, 1885,  yonr  office  held  that  Anderson's  filing  ex- 
cepted the  land  from  the  grant  to  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Mani- 
toba Co.,  and  also  that  the  same  ^^  is  not  snbject  to  selection  as  indemnity 
by  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  because  one  company  cannot  go  into 
the  granted  limits  of  another  for  indemnity  lands." 

From  the  foregoing  both  of  the  said  companies  have  appealed. 

At  the  date  when  as  stated,  the  rights  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Manitoba  company  attached,  Anderson's  filing  was  of  record  and 
pHmafaci^  valid.  It,  therefore,  operated  to  except  the  tract  from  the 
grant  to  that  company.  Malone  v.  Union  Pacific  Bailway  Company  (7 
L.  D.,  13);  Northern  Ficific  Bailroad  company  v.  Stovenour,  decided 
June  7,  1890,  (10  L.  D.,  645).  * 

The  claim  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  company  to  a  right  to 
select  the  tract  involved  is  based  upon  the  thii-d  section  of  its  granting 
act  (July  2,  1864, 13  Stats .,  "365),  which  provides  that  whenever  prior 
to  the  definite  location  of  its  line  of  road 

any  of  said  (granted)  sections  or  parts  of  sections  shaU  have  been  granted,  sold,  re- 
served, occupied  by  homestead  settlers  or  pre-empted  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other 
lands  shall  be  selected  in  lieu  thereof  nnder  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  in  alternate  sections  and  designated  by  odd  numbers  not  more  than  ten  miles 
beyond  the  limits  of  said  (granted)  alternate  sections. 

The  loss  to  its  grant  in  the  manner  prescribed  of  a  tract  or  tracts  of 
land  corresponding  to  those  which  it  claims  as  indemnity  is,  under  the 
stated  provisions  of  its  grant,  an  essential  to  the  right  of  the  company 
to  so  select. 

That  such  losses  should  first  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  land 
department,  is  obvious,  for  otherwise  the  indemnity  claimed  therefor 
could  not  properly  be  selected  under  the  "  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior"  or  in  other  words,  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  1864^ 
supra. 

By  circular  approved  August  4,  1885,  (4  L.  D.,  90),  the  various  local 
officers  were  instructed  as  follows: 

Before  admitting  railroad  indemnity  selections  in  any  case  yon  will  reqnire  pre- 
liminary lists  to  be  filed  specifying  the  particular  deficiencies  for  which  indemnity  ia 
claimed  and  in  cases  where  indemnity  selections  have  heretofore  been  made  withoat 
specification  of  losses  you  will  reqnire  the  companies  to  designate  the  deficiencies 
for  which  such  indemnity  is  to  be  applied  before  farther  selections  are  allowed. 

The  particular  loss  in  lieu  of  which  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad 
company  seeks  to  select  the  laud  in  question  is  not  shown  by  the  record 
before  me  and  I  am  advised  by  your  office  that  it  has  failed  to  designate 
the  same. 

The  said  application  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  is  accordingly 
denied. 
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The  homestead  application  of  Miller,  if  in  other  respects  regular,  will 
therefore  be  allowed. 

The  action  of  year  office  in  rejecting  the  respective  claims  of  the 
said  companies  to  the  land  described,  is  for  the  reasons  stated  hereby 
affirmed. 


UNAL  PBOOF  PBOCEEDINGS-TBANSFEBEE. 

John  Hilden  et  al. 

Where  no  cause  is  shown  for  failure  to  submit  final  proof  on  the  day  fixed  therefor, 
hut  such  proof  Ib  accepted  by  the  local  office,  the  defect  may  be  cured  by  refer- 
ence to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication. 

A  transferee  in  good  faith  may  be  accorded  an  opportunity  to  show  the  qualification 
of  the  pre-emptor. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  July  1,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Daniel  F.  Law,  transferee,  from  yonr 
office  decision  of  October  9, 1888,  holding  the  pre-emption  entry  of  John 
Hilden  for  cancellation. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  5th  day  of  August,  1881,  John  Hilden 
filed  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  E.  i  SE.  4,  of  Sec.  12,  T.  8  S.,  B. 
41  E.,  and  lots  3  and  4,  Sec.  7,  T.  8  S.,  42  E.,  B.  Of.,  in  the  local  land 
office  at  Oxford,  Idaho,  alleging  settlement  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1881. 

July  21, 1882,  notice  was  given  that  claimant  would  make  his  final 
proof  before  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  United  States  court  at  Soda  Springs, 
on  the  25th  day  of  August,  1882.  Said  proof  bears  date  August  28, 1882, 
and  shows  the  claimant  to  be  a  single  man  twenty-nine  years  of  age  and 
naturalized ;  that  settlement  was  made  on  the  land  July  26, 1881,  and 
that  he  built  a  house  and  corral  thereon.  Value  of  the  improvements 
$200.  It  also  shows  that  actual  residence  was  established  on  the  land 
in  August,  1881,  and  was  continuous  thereafter  to  date  of  proof.  'So 
description  of  the  house  is  given. 

As  to  the  quantity  of  land  broken  and  cultivated,  he  answered  '<  seven- 
ty-five acres,"  and  says  it  was  used  for  cutting  hay.  His  witnesses  say 
liiat  the  land  was  used  for  <<  pasturage  and  for  cutting  hay." 

His  proof  was  approved  by  the  local  office  and  the  usual  certificate 
of  purchase  given. 

On  the  8th  of  March',  1884,  your  office  suspended  the  entry  and  re- 
quired him  to  submit  supplementary  proof  of  "  record  evidence"  show, 
ing  him  to  be  a  naturalized  citizen,  or  to  have  declared  his  intention  to 
become  such. 

June  11, 1884,  the  local  office  reported  to  your  office  that  he  had  been 
notified  that  he  was  required  to  furnish  the  record  evidence  required 
and  notice  returned  **  Hilden  left  the  country,"  that  his  attorney  was 
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also  notified  and  stated  in  reply  that  Hilden  bad  ^<  left  for  parts  un- 
known." 

July  27, 1885,  your  office  requested  of  the  local  office  an  immediate 
report  showing  what  action  had  been  taken  by  the  local  office  and  claim- 
ant. 

August  3, 1885,  the  local  office  reported  to  your  office  that  ^^  neither 
John  Hilden  nor  the  present  claimant  to  the  land  by  purchase— Daniel 
F.  Law — have  taken  any  action  in  compliance  with  said  requirement" 
With  said  report  the  local  office  also  transmitted  two  letters  of  David 
D.  Wright,  written  to  the  local  office.  In  one  of  said  letters,  bearing  date 
July  13, 1884,  he  states  that  ^^  Daniel  F.  Law,  the  present  occupant  and 
owner  (by  purchase  from  Hilden)  of  said  tract  was  by  me  duly  notified 
as  per  request  in  your  letter."  Said  report  of  the  local  office  further 
shows  that  "said  David  D.  Wright,  as  deputy  clerk  United  States 
court,  was  the  officer  before  whom  John  Hilden  had  made  final  proof 
in  the  case." 

March  31, 1887,  your  office  suspended  the  entry  for  the  reason  that 
the  proof  was  not  made  in  accordance  with  the  published  notice  which 
fixed  the  time  for  making  final  proof  for  August  25,  and  proof  was  made 
August  28, 1882,  and  required  claimant  to  make  "  new  publication  and 
new  proof,"  and  to  furnish  the  record  evidence  of  naturalization  or  de- 
claration of  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

He  was  allowed  ninety  days  to  comply  with  or  appeal  from  your  said 
decision. 

August  1, 1887,  the  local  office  reported  to  your  office  that  notice  of 
the  requirements  of  your  letter  of  March  31,  1887,  was  mailed  by  regis- 
tered letter  to  the  claimant  and  his  receipt  therefor,  bearing  date  April 
21, 1887,  was  returned  to  your  office,  and  reported  "  no  action  has  been 
taken,  ninety-five  days  having  expired  from  date  of  mailing." 

By  your  office  decision  of  October  9, 1888,  you  held  the  entry  for  can- 
cellation giving  sixty  days  for  appeal. 

November  21, 1888,  the  local  office  reported  notice  addressed  to  claim- 
ant returned  '^  unclaimed  "  and  also  that  the  local  officers  had  been  in- 
formed that  Hilden  is,  and  has  been  confined,  in  the  asylum  for  the 
insane. 

March  6, 1889,  your  office  directed  the  local  office  to  notify  Daniel  F. 
Law,  present  owner,  of  your  decision  of  October  9, 1888,  holding  said 
entry  for  cancellation  and  allowing  him  sixty  days  for  appeal  to  the 
Hon.  Secretary. 

Daniel  F,  Law  appeals  from  your  office  decision  of  October  9, 1888. 

On  January  20, 1890,  you  transmitted  to  this  Department  an  applica- 
tion of  appellant  for  modification  of  your  decision  holding  the  entry  for 
cancellation,  in  so  far  as  the  requirement  to  furnish  new  proof  is  con- 
cerned ,  but  proposing  to  transmit  a  copy  of  the  naturalization  papers 
of  Hilden.  The  reason  assigned  for  the  non-compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  your  office  s  that  Hilden  had  been  confined  in  the  Insane 
Asylum  of  Idaho  for  som    eighteen  months  prior  to  December  16, 1889, 
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wheo  he  was  discharged  as  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  the  medical  super- 
liitendeDt  of  the  asylum. 

Ooe  of  the  questions  arising  upon  the  record  in  this  case  is  upon  your 
requirement  of  October  9, 1888,  requiring  new  notice  and  new  proof  for 
the  reason  the  proof  on  file  was  taken  three  days  subsequent  to  the 
time  designated  in  the  published  notice.  Where  the  officers  of  the  local 
office  have  accepted  the  proof,  and  where  no  cause  is  shown  for  the 
delay,  as  in  this  case,  then  the  defect  may  be  cured  by  reference  to  the 
board  of  equitable  adjudication,  under  section  nine  of  final  proof  rules, 
dated  July  17, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  123). 

See  Elias  Kosenthal  (10  L.  D.,  596). 

The  other  question  in  the  case  relates  to  the  right  of  appellant  to 
furnish  the  necessary  proof  as  to  citizenship  of  the  entryman  and  while 
I  am  not  willing  to  sanction  the  laches  as  shown  on  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant, yet  in  view  of  the  insanity  of  the  pre-emptor  as  shown,  and  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
appellant  should  have  an  opportunity  to  furnish  the  proof  required  by 
law  sts  to  citizenship  of  the  pre-emptor ;  and  under  the  circumstances, 
the  appellant  should  show  by  affidavit  the  facts  and  circumstances  con- 
nected with  his  purchase  of  the  lands. 

You  will,  therefore,  direct  that  the  transferee,  or  claimant  be  required 
to  furnish  supplemental  proof  within  sixty  days  from  notice  hereof, 
showing  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law  as 
to  the  citizenship  of  the  entryman,  and  also  the  facts  and  circumstances 
connected  with  the  purchase  by,  and  transfer  of  the  lands  to  ax)pellant 
Daniel  F.  Law. 

You  will  readjudicate  the  case  upon  the  receipt  of  such  new  evidence. 
In  case  of  a  failure  to  comply  herewith  in  the  time  named,  the  entiy 
will  be  canceled. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 


CONTEST— COMPLIANCE  WITH  LAW  PRIOR  TO  NOTICE. 

Anderson  v.  Bullook. 

If  the  eDtryman  prior  to  service  of  notice  in  good  faith  cures  his  default,  the  contest 

must  be  dismissed. 
Actual  knowledge  of  an  impending  contest  will  not  prejadice  the  claimant  if  his 

sabsequent  compliance  with  law  is  in  pursnance  of  a  previoas  bona  fide  intent. 
No  preference  right  can  be  acquired  under  a  contest  begun  and  prosecuted  for  other 

purposes  than  in  good  faith  to  acquire  title  to  the  land. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July 

1, 1890. 

This  Department,  by  decision  of  June  11, 1888,  affirmed  the  decision 
of  your  office  in  the  case  of  Lee  W.  Anderson  v,  Percy  Bullock,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  the  latter's  timber  culture  entry  No,  8268,  for  tho 
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NW.  i  of  Sec.  15,  T.  110,  R.  65,  Huron  district,  Dakota.  After  notice 
of  said  decision.  Bullock  duly  filed  a  motion  for  review  and  rehearing. 

The  entry  was  made  April  1, 1882,  and  Anderson  initiated  a  contest 
April  2, 1883,  the  day  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  year  of  the  entry. 
The  ground  of  the  contest  was,  that  Bullock  had  failed  <^  to  break  or 
cause  to  be  broken  five  acres  within  a  year  from  making  said  entry.'' 

Kotice  was  not  issued  on  this  contest  until  August  28, 1883,  and 
service  thereof  was  made  on  Bullock  October  18,  of  that  year. 

Leaving  the  question  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  entryman  out  of  the 
consideration  of  this  case,  I  think  this  motion  for  review  must  be.  sus- 
tained, for  the  reason  that  it  seems  that  the  fact  relative  to  the  claimant 
curing  his  laches  after  the  time  of  the  contest,  and  before  notice  thereof 
was  served  upon  him,  has  been  entirely  overlooked  in  the  former  adju- 
dications in  this  case.  It  is  conceded  that,  while  the  contest  was 
initiated  April  2, 1883,  notice  thereof  was  not  served  on  Bullock  until 
October  18, 1883,  long  after  the  default  set  up  in  the  contest  had  been 
cared.    In  the  case  of  Scott  v.  King  (9  L.  D.,  299),  it  is  held  that — 

The  fact  of  compliance  'with  law  after  affidavit  of  contest  is  filed  and  before  UgaZ 
fioticif  thereof,  goes  to  the  weight,  and  not  to  the  admissibility,  of  the  testimony, 

and 

actual  knowledge  of  an  impending  contest  will  not  prejudice  the  claimant,  if  hia 
subseqnent  compliance  with  the  law  is  in  pursuance  of  a  preyious  bona  fide  intent. 

It  does  not  appear  that  claimant  had  knowledge  of  the  contest  the 
latter  part  of  April,  1883,  when  Anderson  completed  the  breaking.  It 
is  the  uniform  ruling  of  the  Department  that  where  the  entryman,  prior 
to  service  of  notice  of  contest  upon  him  in  good  faith  cures  his  laches, 
that  the  contest  must  be  dismissed.  (Stayton  v.  Carroll,  7  L.D.,  198 ; 
Hunter  v.  Haynes,  ib.,  8 ;  St.  John  v.  Baff,  8  L.D.,  552.) 

In  consideration,  however,  of  the  fact  that  Anderson,  as  successftd 
contestant,  has  been  permitted,  since  the  departmental  decision,  to  make 
timber  culture  entry  of  the  land,  you  are  instructed,  in  order  that  he 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  show  cause  why  said  entry  should  not 
be  canceled,  to  direct  the  local  officers  to  order  a  hearing  to  be  had 
thirty  days  after  notice  thereof  is  served  upon  the  parties.  At  this 
hearing  any  further  testimony  that  can  be  had  relating  to  the  validity 
of  Bullock's  entry  and  particularly  to  the  charge  set  up  in  the  affidavit 
of  contest  may  be  submitted,  and,  also,  testimomy  bearing  upon  the 
charges  contained  in  a  corroborated  affidavit  filed  by  Bullock  with  his 
motion  for  review,  to  the  eflRect  that  Anderson  offered  on  several  occa- 
sions to  dismiss  his  contest  for  a  pecuniary  consideration,  and  also  pro- 
posed that,  if  Bullock  would  give  up  his  claim,  he  (Anderson)  would 
sell  the  land  and  divide  the  proceeds  with  him.  If  these  charges  are 
true,  the  contest  of  Anderson  would  appear  to  have  been  begun  and 
prosecuted  for  other  purposes  than  in  good  faith  to  acquire  title  to  this 
tract.  In  either  case,  Anderson  could  acquire  no  preference  right  of 
entry  by  his  contest.    (Dayton  v.  Dayton,  8  L.  D.,  248.) 
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piEE-^MPnoN  Entbt-timbeb  lands. 
Oeobge  H.  Hegeman. 

The  aoqaigitioti  of  title  under  the  pre-emption  law  to  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  tim- 
ber, oaii  only  be  permitted  when  the  good  faith  of  the  claimant  is  clearly  mani- 
fest. 

First  Ag9i8i(mt  Secretary  Ohandler  to  the  Commissioner  cf  the  General 

Land  Offlce^  July  2,  1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  George  H.  Hegeman  from  your  office  decision 
of  March  13, 1889,  rejecting  his  proof  for  the  8E.  J  Sec.  22,  T.  16  N., 
B.  4  W.,  Tanconver,  Washington,  made  in  support  of  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  filed  June  11, 1888,  alleging  settlement  the  8th 
upon  the  tract  named. 

His  declaratory  statement  was  filed  simultaneously  with  the  like  fil- 
ings of  George  Ellis,  William  L.  Horner  and  Louis  F.  Toellner,  who 
also  alleged  settlement  June  8, 1888,  upon  the  J^E.  J,  the  SW.  ^  and 
the  N  W.  I  of  said  section  22,  respectively. 

Proofs  under  said  filings  were  made  by  Toellner  and  Ellis,  Decem- 
ber 14, 1888,  and  by  Horner  and  the  claimant  (Hegeman)  on  the  fol- 
lowing day  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  for  Ghehalis  county, 
and  in  each  instance  two  of  the  parties  named  testified  us  witnesses  to 
the  proof  submitted. 

These  proofs  were  as  shown  by  the  register's  endorsement  rejected  at 
the  local  office  September  20, 1888,  for  failure  to  show  sufficient  resi- 
dence, cultivation  and  improvement. 

The  appeals  of  the  several  parties  named  were  forwarded  with  a  letter 
dated  February  5, 1889,  wherein  the  local  officers  set  out  that  the  said 
section  was  '^densely  timbered  and  more  valuable  now  for  its  timber  than 
for  any  other  purpose,"  that  the  said  filings  had  been  made  <'  upon,  the 
strength "  of  a  telegram  asking  if  said  section  was  vacant,  sent  the 
local  office  by  "  J.  C.  Ellis  of  Olympia,  a  wealthy  logger,"  the  day  pre- 
ceding the  date  of  said  settlements  (June  8, 1888),  that  the  same  were 
made  under  the  supervision  of  Geo.  G.  Israel,  a  close  friend  and  legal 
adviser  of  J.  G.  Ellis,  a  person  who  had  been  "  i^eported  guilty  of  un- 
professional conduct  relating  to  public  lands." 

Hegemau's  proof  set  out  that  he  was  a  single  man  twenty-eight  years 
of  age,  that  he  made  actual  settlement  on  the  land  June  16, 1888,  when 
he  built  a  house  and  cleared  one  and  a  half  acres,  that  his  residence, 
established  the  same  day,  had  been  continuous,  that  his  improvements 
valued  at  $320  comprised  a  log  house  twelve  by  sixteen  feet  with  shake 
roof  and  board  floor,  woodshed,  road,  and  one  and  a  half  acres  prepared 
for  crop  and  that  the  tract  contains  about  one  million  feet  of  fir  timber. 

Along  with  his  appeal,  the  appellant  Hegeman  files  an  affidavit  made 
by  J.  G.  Ellis,  April  4, 1890,  setting  out  that  he  had  as  an  act  of  friend- 
ship sent  said  telegram  at  the  request  of  his  nephew  George  Ellis,  then 
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in  his  employ  and  that  he  '^  was  not  at  that  or  at  any  other  time  inter- 
ested directly  or  indirectly  in  above  said  land." 

The  record  shows  the  tract  involved  to  be  chiefly  valuable  for  timber. 
This  being  so,  the  good  faith  of  the  claimant  should  be  clearly  shown 
before  he  can  be  allowed  to  acquire  the  same  under  the  pre-emption 
law.  Daniel  R.  Mcintosh  (8  L.  D.,  641);  State  of  California  «.  Sevoy 
(9  L.  D.,  139). 

That  the  claimant's  good  faith  is  not  clearly  shown  is,  I  think,  mani- 
fest. His  proof  showing  meager  improvements  was  made  within  about 
the  briefest  permissible  period  following  the  initiation  of  his  claim,  and 
when  considered  with  the  surrounding  circumstances,  in  the  light  of 
which  his  good  faith  must  be  determined,  fails  to  satisfactorily  show 
that  he  went  on  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  a  bona  fide  com* 
pliance  with  the  pre-emption  law. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


MINING  CLAIM— STATUTORY  EXPENDITUKE  -  ADVERSE  BIGHTS— 

REVIEW. 

Nichols  et  al.  v.  Becker. 

Failure  to  prosecute  an  adverse  claim,  or  in  other  manner  assert  a  right  against  a 

known  pending  application  is  conclusive  as  against  the  existence,  of  such  right. 
The  individual  rights  of  an  applicant  are  not  waived  hy  his  executing,  as  president 

of  a  mining  company,  an  agreement  wherein  certain  interests  adverse  to  said 

company  are  recognized. 
The  action  of  the  Department^  on  an  application  for  a  mineral  patent,  can  not  be 

controlled  by  judicial  proceedings  instituted  outside  of  the  authority  of  section 

2;l2e>  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
Where  several  claims  are  embraced  within  one  application,  the  annual  work  required 

by  statute  may  be  done  on  one  of  such  claims  for  the  common  benefit  of  the  claims 

included  within  said  application. 
Specifications  of  error,  on  motion  for  review,  must  be  definite,  and  clearly  set  forth 

the  particular  facts  or  issues  on  which  a  ruling  is  desired. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  tJie  General  Land  Office^  July  2, 

1890. 

This  is  a  motion  by  William  H.  Nichols,  Joseph  M.  Marshall  and 
John  Trnan  for  review  of  a  decision  of  this  Department,  rendered  Feb- 
ruary 28,  1889,  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Nichols  et  al  v.  Theodore  H. 
Becker,  involving  the  latter's  application  for  patent  under  the  mining 
laws,  for  certain  claims  on  what  is  known  as  the  ^<  Bates  lode,''  situated 
in  Gregory  mining  district,  Gilpin  county,  Colorado. 

The  decision  complained  of  is  a  formal  affirmance  by  the  Department 
of  a  decision  rendered  by  your  office  December  7,  1887,  adverse  to 
Nichols,  et  al.  upon  an  appeal  by  them  from  a  decision  of  the  local  offi- 
cers, also  adverse  to  them,  in  the  matter  of  their  protest  against  the 
issue  of  patent  to  Becker  for  the  premises  in  question. 
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An  intelligent  consideration  of  the  present  motion,  in  view  of  the 
nnmeroas  errors  assigned,  seems  to  require  that  a  full  history  of  the 
case  be  given  from  the  ontset. 

It  appears  that,  on  October  3, 1868,  Theodore  H.  Becker  filed  in  the 
local  office  at  Central  City,  Colorado,  his  application  (No.  73)  for  patent 
under  the  mining  act  of  July  26, 1866  (14  Stat.,  251),  for  three  hundred 
linear  feet  of  the  Bates  lode,  known  and  described  as  claims  Nos.  3,  4 
and  5  on  said  lode,  accompanied  by  a  diagram  and  notice  of  his  claim, 
and  by  his  statement  that  he  had  '^  occupied  and  improved  the  said  lode 
according  to  the  local  customs  and  rules  of  miners"  in  that  district,  and 
had  '^  expended  in  actual  labor  and  improvements  thereon  an  amount 
not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars."  The  required  notice  of  his  claim 
was  posted  and  published  for  the  full  period-of  ninety  days. 

On  October  28, 1868,  one  Lewis  £.  Johnson  filed  an  adverse  claim  to 
the  property  in  question. 

On  January  6,  1869,  one  O.  J.  Ooldrick  filed  an  adverse  claim  for  the 
same  property,  but  withdrew  it  on  May  29,  following. 

On  June  3, 1869,  the  Bocky  Mountain  Gold  Mining  Company,  by  O. 
£.  Bandolph,  its  attorney,  filed  certain  papers  purporting  to  be  an  ad- 
verse claim  to  said  property ;  but  because  of  insufficiency  in  the  matter 
of  certain  departmental  requirements,  no  record  was  ever  made  of  the 
same. 

On  January  2, 1880,  the  adverse  claim  of  Lewis  E.  Johnson  was  with- 
drawn by  his  attorney,  and  on  the  same  day  Becker  submitted  proofs 
in  support  of  his  application,  whereupon  the  register  issued  his  certifi- 
cate to  the  surveyor-general  to  the  effect  that  Becker  was  entitled  to  a 
sarvey  of  his  claim.  The  surveyor-general,  on  January  8, 1880,  granted 
the  application,  and  designated  the  survey  as  l!^o.  579. 

On  February  17, 1880,  the  local  officers  received  from  the  surveyor- 
general  an  approved  plat  of  mineral  survey  No.  556,  for  two  hundred 
and  twenty -three  linear  feet  on  the  Bates  lode,  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  applicants  therefor  were  William  H.  Nichols,  John  Truan  and 
Joseph  M.  Marshall.  The  next  day,  Becker  presented  a  protest  against 
the  filing  of  any  application  by  Nichols  and  others  for  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  such  survey,  setting  forth  the  pendency  of  his  own  applica 
tion,  and  alleging  a  conflict  between  his  claim  and  such  survey,  and  that 
no  application  by  Nichols  and  others  could  be  legally  filed  while  his 
previous  application  is  pending  and  undetermined. 

On  February  20, 1880,  Nichols  and  others  presented  an  application  for 
patent  for  the  claim  covered  by  said  survey  No.  556,  and  asked  that  the 
same  be  filed.  The  local  officers  rejected  the  application  on  the  day  of 
its  presentation  because  of  the  pendency  of  Becker's  application  cover- 
ing the  same  premises. 

Nichols  and  others,  on  February  24,  1880,  filed  an  appeal.  On  the 
same  day  they  presented  and  filed  certain  affidavits  in  the  nature  of  a 
protest  against  the  application  of  Becker,  charging  that  no  work  had 
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been  done  or  improvements  made  on  his  claim  by  any  of  the  former 
owners  thereof,  or  by  anybody,  for  the  period  of  "  at  least  five  years  last 
past '',  and  that  the  same  had  been  forfeited  and  wholly  and  totally 
abandoned. 

On  March  19, 1880,  yonr  office  having  previously  received  from  the 
local  officers  the  appeal  and  affidavits  aforesaid,  instructed  them  to  sus- 
pend further  action  ou  Becker's  application,  and  to  transmit  all  the 
papers  relating  to  the  case  in  order  that  it  might  be  determined  whether 
a  hearing  should  be  had  on  the  question  of  aban  donment  as  raised  by 
said  affidavits.  The  surveyor-general  was  also  instructed  to  withhold  his 
approval  of  the  fihal  survey  of  Becker's  claim  until  further  orders.  The 
papers  thus  called  for  were  transmitted  March  26, 1880. 

On  July  8, 1880,  your  predecessor,  Commissioner  Williamson,  having 
considered  the  case  on  appeal,  affirmed  the  action-  of  the  local  officers 
in  rejecting  the  application  of  Nichols  and  others,  and  held  that,  inas- 
mnch  as  their  claim  was  not  asserted  during  the  period  of  publication 
of  notice  of  Becker's  application,  it  "  was  invalid  and  of  no  avail,"  could 
not  in  any  sense  be  considered  an  adverse  claim,  and  could  not  there- 
fore have  the  effect  to  suspend  proceedings  under  Becker's  claim.  The 
appeal  was  thereupon  dismissed.  Upon  consideration  of  the  affidavits 
transmitted  with  the  appeal,  however,  the  Commissioner,  by  virtue  of 
the  supervisory  powers  in  him  vested,  ordered  that  a  hearing  be  had  to 
determine  the  question  of  Becker's  alleged  abandonment.  From  this 
decision,  which  passed  upon  and  denied  the  validity  of  the  claim  of 
Nichols  and  others,  no  appeal  was  taken. 

The  hearing  thus  ordered  took  place  before  the  local  officers.  It  was 
commenced  in  August,  1880.  Various  continuances  were  had  by  stip- 
ulation of  the  parties,  and  the  hearing  was  not  completed  until  January, 
1886,  after  your  office  had,  by  letter  of  October  16, 1886,  specially  in- 
structed the  local  officers  that  the  same  must  be  proceeded  with  to  a 
speedy  conclusion.  This  long  delay  occurred  apparently  without  objec- 
tion from  either  party. 

On  January  28, 1886,  the  local  officers  made  their  finding  in  the  case. 
It  is  as  follows: 

Having  carefully  examttied  and  considered  all  the  testimony  taken  before  this  office, 
and  all  the  evidence  submitted  and  filed  in  tliis  case,  it  is  our  joint  opinion,  that, 
said  Nichols,  et  al.  have  failed  to  prove,  as  alleged  by  them,  that  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy '  have  been  long  abandoned,  and  no  work  done  thereon  by  said  applicant' 
but  on  the  contrary,  said  applicant  has  shown  that  he  has  never  failed  to  perform  his 
annual  assessment  work  on  said  claims  embraced  in  his  application  for  patent  No.  73, 
filed  in  this  office  October  3,  1868. 

From  this  finding  Nichols  and  others  filed  an  appeal  February  20, 
1886,  and  on  June  1,  following,  their  attorney  forwarded  to  the  Gommis- 
sioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  a  lengthy  stiitement  in  writing,  signed 
by  Nichols,  Truan  and  Marshall,  and  sworn  to  by  Marshall,  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  protest  against  the  application  of  Becker,  accompanied 
by  a  motion  that  the  same  be  dismissed.    On  June  17,  1886,  the  Com- 
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missioner  acknowledged  receipt  of  said  protest,  stating  that  it  would 
be  taken  np  and  considered  when  the  case  was  reached  in  its  regular 
order^  for  action  on  the  appeal  from  the  finding  of  the  local  officers. 
The  matters  alleged  in  said  protest  need  not  be  here  stated.  While  the 
appeal  was  pending,  additional  documentary  evidence  was  filed  by  both 
parties,  presumably  under  rule  72  of  Practice. 

On  December  7, 1887,  your  office,  after  an  elaborate  discussion  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  officers,  and  rel- 
ative to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  based  upon  the  protest  aforesaid,  it 
was  stated  that  Inasmuch  as  said  motion  <'  involves  the  same  points 
raised  by  the  appeal  considered  herein,  it  is  therefore  denied." 

This  is  the  decision,  which  on  further  appeal  by  Kichols  and  others, 
was  formally  affirmed  by  the  decision  now  complained  of. 

Numerous  errors  (seventeen  in  all)  are  alleged  in  the  motion  for 
review,  which  upon  examination  are  found  to  involve  considerable  repe- 
tition of  substantially  the  same  subject  matter  of  complaint.  Stripped 
of  such  repetition,  and  of  unnecessary  verbiage,  the  allegations  are,  in 
effect,  that  the  Department  erred  in  sustaining  the  decision  of  your 
office  in  the  following  particulars,  viz  : 

I.  In  finding  that  Becker's  title  is  traceable  by  a  regular  chain  of 
conveyances  from  the  original  locators,  who  located  claim  No.  three  in 
1859,  and  claims  four  and  five  in  February,  1860. 

II.  In  finding  that  Becker,  at  any  time,  had  title  to  the  premises  in 
dispute,  either  by  location,  conveyance,  possession,  or  otherwise. 

III.  In  failing  to  consider  the  conveyance  made  in  1864  by  Leighton 
and  Starbuck  to  the  Bocky  Mountain  Gold  Mining  Company,  and 
other  evidence  showing  that  company's  ownership,  exclusive  posses- 
sion and  occupation  of  the  property  in  dispute,  and  of  its  extensive  im- 
provements thereon. 

IV.  In  finding  that  the  annual  work  required  by  statute  was  done  on 
the  property  for  the  year  1878. 

y.  In  failing  to  find  that  the  property  in  dispute  had  been,  by  all 
former  claimants  of  the  same,  or  of  any  portion  thereof,  wholly  aban- 
doned prior  to  the  year  1878,  and  that  work  had  not  been  resumed 
thereon  prior  to  the  relocation  by  Nichols  and  others  in  1879. 

YL  In  failing  to  consider  as  evidence  in  the  case  a  judgment  rendered 
in  1885  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  the  effect  that  the  pos- 
sessory title  to  the  property  in  dispute  was  not  in  Becker,  and  in  refus- 
ing to  recognize  that  judgment  as  binding  against  Becker. 

VII.  In  not  holding  that  upon  the  admitted  facts  Becker's  claim  does 
not  fall  <^  within  the  statute  under  which  it  was  wrongfully  asserted." 

VIIL  In  fiftiling  to  recognize  the  agreement  in  writing,  made  in  1871, 
between  the  Bocky  Mountain  Gold  Mining  Company  and  the  Union 
Gold  Mining  Company,  to  which  Becker  was  a  party,  as  conclusive 
against  him ;  and  in  considering  testimony  taken  after  the  execution  of 
said  agreement,  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  ite  terms. 
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IX.  <<  In  failing  to  consider  material  facts  established  by  the  evidence, 
and  to  decide  material  issues  involved  in  the  record,  fairly  presented  by 
the  evidence  and  the  record." 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  hearing  ordered  in  this  case  was  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  determining  the  single  question  of  abandonment^  raised 
by  the  affidavits  theretofore  filed  by  Nichols  and  others,  it  must  be  ap- 
parent that  the  alleged  errors  as  above  set  forth  relate  in  great  measure 
to  matters  not  involved  in  said  hearing,  and  which  are  wholly  irrelevant 
to  the  issue  therein  presented.  And  in  view  of  the  further  fact  that  no 
appeal  was  ever  taken  by  Nichols  and  others  from  your  office  decision 
of  July  8, 1880,  which  rejected  their  claim  as  invalid,  and  expressly  rec- 
ognized the  validity  and  regularity  of  Becker's  claim  in  all  respects, 
except  only  as  to  the  charge  of  abandonment,  it  is  not  seen  how,  upon 
any  reasonable  claim  of  right  or  justice,  matters  which  are  not  pertinent 
to  the  issue  joined  upon  that  charge,  can  now  be  urged  upon  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Department,  with  avail  to  the  present  protestants  against 
Becker's  claim. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  all  the  various  complaints  set  forth  in  the 
motion  for  review,  herein  substantially  stated  as  aforesaid,  have  been 
insisted  upon  with  the  greatest  persistency  by  counsel  for  Nichols  and 
others,  accompanied  by  the  charge,  made  with  apparent  freeness,  that 
the  case  has  never  been  heretofore  properly  considered,  it  has  been  de- 
termined, for  these  reasons  alone,  and  not  because  of  any  recognized 
right  in  the  parties  complaining  to  demand  it,  to  review  the  case  upon 
all  such  matters,  whether  deemed  pertinent  to  the  issue  tried  at  the 
hearing  or  not. 

The  abstract  of  title  and  title  papers  filed  by  Becker,  show  that  by 
deed  from  Richard  Sopris  and  William  M.  Slaughter,  partners  as  Sopris 
and  Slaughter,  successors  to  Allen,  Slaughter  and  Company,  dated  De- 
cember 21, 1860,  there  was  conveyed  to  Becker  "  Two  claims  (one  hun- 
dred feet  each)  and  a  fraction  of  sixty  feet  on  the  Bates  lode,  being  the 
whole  of  number  one  (1)  and  two  (2)  and  a  fraction  of  number  three  south- 
west of  the  discovery ; "  that  by  two  several  deeds  dated,  respectively, 
July  11,  and  July  12, 1867,  said  William  M.  Slaughter  and  Bichard  Sopris 
conveyed  to  Becker  their  respective  interests  in  the  remaining  forty  feet 
of  said  claim  No.  3 ;  that  on  February  25, 1860,  Blenney  and  Clay  placed 
of  record,  under  the  local  rules  and  regulations  then  existing  in  said 
mining  district,  their  preemption,  covering  one  hundred  and  eighty  feet 
of  said  Bates  lode,  being  part  of  claims  4  and  5,  and  on  November  3, 
1861,  conveyed  the  same  to  one  G.  E.  Bissell ;  that  said  Bissell  had  a 
miner's  pre-emption  covering  claimNo.  5  of  said  Bates  lode,  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  placed  on  record  November  26, 1862 ;  that  by  deed 
dated  July  26, 1862,  Bissell  conveyed  to  Wesley  Bowling  two  hundred 
feet  of  said  Bates  lode  (being  claims  4  and  5) ;  that  b}*  deed  dated  March 
13, 1863,  Bowling  conveyed  the  same  to  Joseph  Kenyon ;  and  that  by 
deed  dated  October  1, 1868,  Kenyon  conveyed  the  same  to  Theodore  H. 
Becker. 
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It  is  thas  seen  that  Becker's  title  papers  cover  the  whole  of  claims 
three,  four  and  five ;  that  a  portion  of  claim  three  was  conveyed  to  him 
in  1860,  and  the  remainder  in  1867,  and  that  claims  fonr  and  five  were 
conveyed  to  him  in  October,  1868,  just  two  days  prior  to  filing  his  appli- 
cation for  patent. 

It  is  stated  in  an  affidavit  of  said  Kichard  Sopris  filed  in  the  record 
that  the  Bates  lode  was  discovered  in  1859  ^  that  affiant  and  his  asso- 
ciates, Slaughter  and  Allen,  in  May,  1859,  located  and  staked  off  three 
hundred  feet  of  said  lode,  being  claims  l^os.  one,  two  and  three  south 
west  of  the  discovery;  that  they  commenced  work  thereon  immediately 
and  held  peaceable  possession  thereof  until  they  sold  and  conveyed  the 
same  to  Becker  in  1860  and  1867 ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  discovery  of 
the  Bates  lode  and  the  location  of  said  claims  Nos.  one,  two  and  three, 
there  were  no  local  laws,  rules  or  regulations  in  the  Gregory  mining 
district  requiring  a  record  to  be  made  of  such  discovery  and  location  ; 
that  in  July,  1859,  affiant  presided  at  the  first  miners'  meeting  ever  held 
in  said  district,  at  which  meeting  a  resolution  was  passed  (transcript  of 
which  is  furnished)  providing  that  '*  all  claims  may  be  recorded,  if  the 
owners  see  fit;  but^uo  claim  which  is  being  worked  shall  be  obliged  to 
be  recorded;"  that  affiant  knows  William  E.  Blenney  and  H.  M.  Clay 
claimed  Nos.  four  and  five  of  said  Bates  lode,  lying  just  west  of  and  ad- 
joining the  claims  of  affiant  and  his  associates.  The  statements  of  this 
affidavit  stand  uncontradicted.  They  show  that  ^o.  three  was  worked 
and  possession  thereof  held  by  its  locators,  Sopris,  Slaughter  and  Allen, 
until  they  sold  to  Becker,  whereby  a  record  of  their  claim  was  made 
uonecessary  under  the  local  rules  then  prevailing.  It  has  been  already 
shown  that  Nos.  four  and  five  were  covered  by  claims  duly  recorded. 
The  resolution  referred  to  providing  that  claims  which  were  being 
worked  need  not  be  recorded,  would  seem  to  imply  that,  if  recorded, 
sufficient  notice  thereof  would  thereby  be  given,  under  the  law  at  that 
date,  though  not  being  worked. 

But  it  is  objected  that  the  ownership  of  this  property  was  in  the  Bocky 
Mountain  Gold  Mining  Company,  and  a  deed  to  that  company  from  John 
Leighton  and  William  M.  Starbuck,  dated  March  19, 1864,  purporting 
to  convey  two  hundred  and  twenty-five  feet  of  the  Bates  lode,  "being 
the  property  originally  pre-empted  by  Clay  and  Blenney,"  is  filed  in  the 
record,  and  testimony  is  introduced  tending  to  show  possession  and  oc- 
cupation of  the  property  in  dispute,  by  that  company  under  said  deed, 
and  that  the  company  erected  extensive  and  valuable  improvements 
thereon  during  the  time  of  such  possession. 

As  to  said  alleged  deed  of  conveyance,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it 
was  not  made  until  after  the  property  had  been  conveyed  by  Olay  and 
Blenney  to  Bissell,  and  by  Bissell  to  Bowling,  and  by  Bowling  to  Ken- 
yon,  who  subsequently  conveyed  to  Becker,  and  it  could  not,  therefore, 
operate  to  pass  to  the  Rocky  Mountain  Company  any  title,  so  far  as  this 
record  shows,  as  against,  or  superior  to,  that  purchased  by  Becker. 
And  all  contention  herein,  based  upon  the  alleged  occupation  and  im- 
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provement  of  the  properQr  by  the  Bocky  Moantain  Company  most  be 
set  at  rest  by  the  fact  that  said  company,  with  fall  knowledge  of  Beck- 
er's application,  never  attempted  to  prosecate  an  adverse  claim,  or  in 
any  other  manner  to  assert  its  right,  if  any  it  had  or  claimed,  as  against 
Becker.  Its  attorney  filed  a  notice  of  claim  in  1869,  bat  without  any 
proof,  abandoned  it  and  never  afterwards  moved  in  the  premises.  The 
inference  clearly  is  that  said  company  acknowledged  Becker's  superior 
claim,  and  was  content  not  to  assail  it. 

The  first,  second,  and  third  specifications  of  error  are  thns  disposed 
of.  Passing  the  foarth  and  fifth  for  the  present,  notice  will  be  next  taken 
of  the  sixth.  It  is  here  complained  that  proper  consideration  has  not 
been  given  to  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Colorado,  rendered  in  1885,  in  a  certain  ejectment  suit  then 
pending  therein  in  the  name  of  the  Bates-Hunter  Consolidated  Mining 
Company  against  said  Nichols  and  others,  the  object  of  which  was  to  try 
the  right  of  possession  to  the  property  in  question.  The  judgment  was 
based  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  favor  of  the  defendants  in  said  suit ; 
and  the  plaintifi^  being  the  assignee  of  Becker,  it  is  contended  that  such 
judgment  is  binding  upon  him  and  conclusive  againfit  his  claim  to  the 
property. 

This  contention,  in  my  judgment,  cannot  be  sustained.  In  the  first 
place,  the  suit  referred  to  was  not  a  proceeding  instituted  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  there- 
fore no  judgment  rendered  therein,  whatever  it  might  be,  could  in  any 
way  bind  the  Land  Department  or  control  its  action  in  this  case.  This 
case  must  be  decided  upon  the  record  here  presented.  The  verdict  of 
the  jury  in  that  suit  was  based  upon  the  evidence  produced  at  the  trial 
in  court,  a  portion  of  which  only  is  filed  in  this  record. 

But  again,  the  judgment  rendered  upon  the  verdict  was  afterwards 
set  aside  under  a  special  statute  of  Colorado  (Bev.  Stats.,  Colo.,  1868, 
ch.  27,  sec.  26),  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Under  this  statute  the  de- 
feated party  was  entitled  to  a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  right.  (Yance 
V,  Schuyler,  1  Oilm.  160).  Before  the  new  trial  was  had,  the  plaintiff 
appeared  in  court  and  dismissed  its  suit.  There  is  now,  therefore,  no 
judgment  of  the  court  to  bind  anybody. 

The  seventh  alleged  error  (which  is  the  twelfth  in  the  original  assign- 
ment by  counsel)  is  that  upon  the  admitted  facts  Becker's  claim  is  not 
<^  within  the  statute  under  which  it  was  wrongfully  asserted. "  This  al- 
legation is  too  general  and  indefinite  to  admit  of  intelligent  consideration. 
No  conceded  facts  are  pointed  out  in  support  of  the  assertion  that 
Becker's  claim  is  not  within  the  statute,  nor  is  attention  called  to  any- 
thing in  the  record  tending  to  show  that  such  claim  was  ^<  wrongfully 
asserted  ^  thereunder. 

The  same  criticism  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  ninth  alleged  error. 
It  is  equally  indefinite  and  can  in  no  reasonable  sense  be  termed  a 
<^  specification  "  of  error.    It  is  wholly  insufficient  in  a  motion  for  review 
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to  simply  allege  failure  '<to  consider  material  facts  established  by  the 
evidence, "  or  failure  "  to  decide  material  issues  involved  in  the  record," 
without  specifying  the  particular  facts  or  issues  with  reference  to  which 
consideration  is  sought  for  a  ruling  desired.  The  grounds  of  error 
should  be  clearly  and  specifically  set  forth.  (Geo.  W.  Macey,  et  al.  6  L. 
D.,  781 ;  Long  v.  Knotts,  5  L.  D.,  150;  Albert  H.  Corn  well,  9  L.  D.,  340  j 
Bright  et  al  v.  Elkhorn  Mining  Go.  id.  503). 

Gomplaint  is  made  in  the  eighth  item  of  alleged  error  that  effect  has  not 
been  given  to  the  agreement  in  writing,  made  in  1871,  between  the 
Bocky  Mountain  Gold  Mining  Company  and  the  Union  Gold  Mining 
Company,  relating  in  part  to  the  property  now  in  dispute.  A  copy  of 
this  agreement  is  on  file  in  the  record.  It  is  signed  by  George  E.  Ban- 
dolph  as  attorney  in  fact  for  the  Bocky  Mountain  Company,  and  by 
Theodore  H.  Becker  as  President  of  the  Union  Gold  Mining  Company. 
Prior  to  its  execution,  certain  controversies  had  arisen  between  said 
companies  relative  to  their  mining  operations  on  the  Bates  lode.  By 
the  agreement  it  was  provided,  to  the  end  that  such  controversies  might 
be  amicably  settled  and  a  permanent  boundary  line  established  between 
the  contending  parties,  that  the  west  line  of  claim  No.  three  should  be 
established  as  such  boundary  line;  and  the  respective  agents  of  such 
companies  were  authorized  to  make  and  did  make  quit-claim  deeds  from 
each  to  the  other,  in  conformity  with  such  agreement.  This  agreement 
gave  to  the  Union  Company  whatever  rights  the  Bocky  Mountain  Com- 
pany had,  if  any,  to  that  part  of  the  Bates  lode  lying  east  of  the  west 
line  of  No.  three,  and  to  the  Bocky  Mountain  Company  whatever  rights 
the  Union  Company  had,  if  any,  to  that  part  of  said  lode  lying  west  of 
the  west  line  of  No.  three.  It  is  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  Becker 
signed  said  agreement  as  President  of  the  Union  Company,  he  is  for 
that  reason  estopped  from  asserting  in  this  case  any  individual  right  or 
title  to  claims  four  and  five,  they  being  west  of  the  boundary  line  thereby 
established.  Though  this  contention  has  been  most  strenuously  per- 
sisted in  by  counsel,  I  am  wholly  unable  to  conceive  of  any  principle  of 
law  or  force  of  reasoning  upon  which  it  can  be  sustained.  The  agree- 
ment was  signed  by  Becker,  not  in  his  individual  capacity,  but  as  the 
executive  officer  of  the  Union  Company.  While  it  is  binding  upon  the 
company,  it  can  in  no  sense  be  considered  as  in  any  manner  aiiecting 
the  individual  rights  of  Becker,  if  any  he  had,  to  the  property  which 
was  the  subject  matter  thereof.  By  it  the  Union  Company  surrendered 
to  the  Bocky  Mountain  Company  only  such  rights  as  it  had^  if  any,  to 
claims  Nos.  four  and  five.  If  it  in  fact  had  any  rights  to  surrender,  and 
they  were  then  known,  or  afterwards  proved  to  be  inferior  to  the  indi- 
vidual rights  of  Becker,  his  signature  to  the  agreement  as  President  of 
the  Company  was  not  an  act  which  could  operate  to  estop  him  from 
afterwards  asserting  his  individual  rights  as  against  any  claim  of  the 
Bocky  Mounrtain  Company  based  upon  said  agreement.  The  statements 
in  said  agreement^  apparently  recognizing  some  sort  of  claim  in  the 
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llocky  Mountain  Oompany  tx)  Nos.  four  and  five  at  the  date  of  its  execu- 
tion, are  not  the  statements  or  admissions  of  Becker,  as  claimed  by  coun- 
sel, but  of  the  Union  Oompany,  and  it  is  perfectly  plain  that  such  ad- 
missions, if  such  they  be,  cannot  bind  Becker  in  his  individual  capacity. 

But  in  addition  to  this  it  clearly  appears  from  the  evidence  in  the 
case  that  both  said  companies,  at  the  time  said  agreement  was  made, 
had  full  knowledge  of  Becker's  claim  of  title  to  Nos.  three,  four  and 
five,  and  that  it  was  not  intended  by  said  agreement  to  in  any  way 
compromise  his  individual  rights  in  the  premises,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  was  then  and  there  understood  by  all  parties  that  he  should  proceed 
to  perfect  his  title  by  obtaining  patent  under  his  application  filed  Octo- 
ber 3, 1868.  This  was  testified  to  by  Becker  at  the  hearing,  and  he 
also  testified  that  the  Union  Company  never  had  or  claimed  to  have 
any  title  to  any  part  of  Nos.  three,  four  and  five,  nor  any  interest 
therein  hostile  to  his. 

Becker's  testimony  is  fully  corroborated  by  aflftdavits  filed  in  the 
record  of  George  H.  Potts  and  George  B.  Satterlee,  the  latter  of  whom 
was  trustee  for  the  Eocky  Mountain  Company  when  said  agreement 
was  made.  It  is  shown  by  these  affidavits  that,  prior  to  the  execution 
of  the  agreement,  Becker,  on  several  occasions,  notified  the  Eocky 
Mountain  Company  that  be  was  the  owner  of  the  property  described  in 
therein,  and  exhibited  to  its  attorneys  his  title  papers  to  claims  three, 
four  and  five;  that  said  agreement  was  signed  with  the  understanding 
that  it  should  in  no  wise  affect  Becker's  individual  claim  to  the  property, 
the  sole  object  thereof  being  to  settle  the  controversies  then  existing 
between  said  companies ;  that  Becker,  at  the  time,  gave  notice  of  his 
pending  application  for  patent  for  claims  three,  four  and  five,  and  it 
was  further  agreed  between  said  companies  that  their  said  settlement 
should  in  no  manner  affect  the  rights  of  Becker  under  his  said  applica- 
tion. 

It  is  objected  that  this  evidence  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
oontradicting  the  terms  of  said  agreement,  and  for  that  reason  is  inad- 
missible. There  is,  however,  nothing  in  the  testimony  that  tends  in 
the  least  to  vary  or  contradict  the  agreement.  It  shows  the  circum- 
stances attending  its  execution  and  was  introduced  as  explanatory  of 
its  provisions,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  its  terms.  It  is 
dearly  admissible.  (1  Greenl.  sees.  277-282-286-296  » ;  Thorington  v. 
Smith,  8  Wall.,  1;  M.  &  M.  R'y  Co.  v.  Jurey,  111  U.  S.,  584;  United 
States  V.  Peck,  102  U.  S.,  64;  Eeed  v.  Insurance  Co.  95  U.  S.,  23 ;  Canal 
Co.  17.  Hill,  16  Wall.  94).  In  view  thereof,  there  is  no  foundation 
whatever,  in  my  judgment,  for  the  contention  of  counsel  in  respect  to 
said  agreement. 

This  brings  me  to  consider  the  fourth  and  fifth  assignments  of  error, 
as  above  stated.  Herein  is  involved  the  real  gist  of  the  only  present 
legitimate  controversy  in  this  case.  It  is  alleged  that  the  Department 
erred  in  finding  that  the  annual  work  required  by  statute  was  done  on 
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the  property  in  1878 ;  and  in  not  finding  that  the  property  was  wholly 
abandoned  by  Becker  prior  to  1878,  and  that  work  was  not  resumed 
thereon  until  after  the  relocation  by  Nichols  and  others  in  1879. 

Upon  this  question  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  testimony,  but  the  re- 
spective decisions  heretofore  rendered  by  the  local  officers,  by  your 
office,  and  by  this  Department  have  all  been  in  favor  of  Becker.  After 
a  careful  review  of  the  whole  record  in  tbe  case,  I  see  no  reason /or  re- 
versing these  uniform  rulings.  The  conflict  referred  to  is  rather  appar- 
ent than  real,  and  the  evidence  in  my  opinion  fully  justifies  the  finding 
of  the  local  officers,  which  has  been  affirmed  throughout.  The  testi- 
mony for  protestants  is  uncertain  in  character,  being  positive  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  witness  knew  of  no  work  being  done  on  claims  three, 
four  and  five  during  the  year  1878  by  Becker  or  by  any  one  for  him, 
while  a  number  of  witnesses  for  Becker  testify  positively  that  work  was 
done  on  the  claims  for  every  year  of  the  alleged  abandonment,  and  that 
the  work  was  done  for  Becker,  and  at  his  expense.  The  claims  were 
worked  underground  and  it  is  not  at  all  singular  that  the  required 
amount  of  work  should  have  been  done  without  being  observed  by  the 
witnesses  for  protestants.  True,  the  work  was  done  principaUy  on 
claim  No.  three,  one  witness  only  testifying  that  he  worked  on  No.  four, 
during  the  time  (1878)  of  the  alleged  abandonment :  but  the  work  was 
done  for  all  the  claims  (Nos.  three,  four  and  five)  included  in  Becker's 
application.  This  was  in  every  respect  a  compliance  with  the  statute. 
Smelting  Company  v.  Kemp  (10417.  S.,  636-653) ;  Chambers  v,  Harring- 
ton (111  F.  8.,  350) ;  Good  Return  Mining  Company  (4  L.  D.,  221)  j  8. 
F.  Mackie  (5  L.  D.,- 199-201).  There  is,  therefore,  nothing  in  the  con- 
tention that  the  annual  assessment  work  should  have  been  done  on  each 
of  the  several  claims  applied  for  by  Becker. 

In  view  of  the  great  pertinacity  with  which  the  present  motion  has 
been  urged  by  counsel  for  protestants,  the  whole  record  in  the  case  has 
been  examined  with  great  care, and  every  objection  made  by  the  motion 
has  been  considered.  From  this  examination  I  am  satisfied  that  no  suffi- 
cient grounds  for  granting  the  motion  exist,  and  the  same  is  denied. 
2497 -VOL  11 2 
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HOMESTEAD  SETTLEMENT— SECTION  2287  B.  S.— BES  JTTDICATA. 

Henry  W.  Lord. 

One  who  settles  upon  pablic  land  in  good  faith  under  the  homestead  law,  and  is 
snbeequently  appointed  register  before  the  land  is  opened  to  entry,  is  entitled  to 
perfect  his  claim  nnder  section  2287  R.  S.,  the  same  as  though  it  had  been 
inttiated  by  an  application  to  enter. 

A  settlement  made  with  the  intention  to  secnre  title  through  the  provisions  of  section 
2287,  and  without  residence  on  the  land,  is  not  in  good  faith,  and  does  not 
authorize  a  purchase  under  said  section. 

Section  2287  authorizes  the  perfection  of  a  pending  homestead  claim  through  pay- 
ment for  the  land,  and  not  through  a  cunstrnctive  residence  thereon. 

An  expression  of  opinion  by  the  Commissioner  as  to  the  validity  of  an  entry  pending 
before  the  local  office,  will  not  preclude  said  Commissioner,  or  his  successor, 
from  a  full  examination  of  the  case  when  it  is  reached  in  regular  order. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  qf  the  General 

Land  Office^  July  7, 1890. 

Henry  W.  Lord  made  homestead  entry  of  the  S.  i  of  the  SE.  i  Sec.  29, 
lot  4,  8ec.  33,  and  lots  1  and  2,  Sec.  33,  and  the  SE.  i  of  the  SW.  |,  Sec. 
28,  T.  154  N.,  E.  64  W.,  Oreelsbnrg,  afterwards  DeviPs  Lake,  land  dis- 
trict, Dakota,  on  September  29, 1883,  the  day  on  which  the  approved 
plat  of  the  township  was  filed  in  the  local  office.  Subseqaently,  he  re- 
linquished the  S  W.  i  of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  29,  and  on  May  2, 1888,  made 
final  proof  of  the  remaining  land  embraced  in  his  entry,  upon  which 
final  certificate  issued. 

Your  office  held  that  the  issuance  of  said  final  certificate  was  illegal, 
and  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled,  for  the  reason  that  the  record 
shows  that  <<  Lord  did  not  establish  an  actual  bona-fide  residence  before 
he  made  his  homestead  entry,  and  that  he  has  failed  to  maintain  (if  estab- 
lished) any  residence  since  the  date  of  his  expiration  of  office."  From 
this  decision  the  claimant  appealed. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  as  follows : 

In  the  spring  of  1883,  Henry  W.  Lord,  then  being  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington and  an  applicant  for  appointment  to  the  office  of  register  for  the 
local  land  office,  which  subsequently  became  the  jDeviPs  Lake  land 
office,  went  to  Dakota  for  the  purpose  of  entering  government  lands, 
and  on  April  30,  of  that  year  settled  upon  the  tract  of  land  in  contro- 
versy, built  a  house,  moved  into^t,  and  occupied  it  from  April  30,  to 
May  5,  foUowiug,  when  he  returned  to  Washington.  On  May  22,  the 
Presideut  designated  Oreelsbnrg  (afterwards  known  as  Devil's  Lake) 
as  the  site  for  the  office  of  one  of  the  three  additional  land  districts  in 
the  Territory  of  Dakota,  provided  for  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1883,  and 
on  the  same  day  Lord  was  appointed  register  of  said  district.  On  Sep- 
tember 29,  the  township  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  office,  and  on  the 
same  day  Lord  made  homestead  entry. 

The  motive  of  claimant  in  going  from  Washington  to  Dakota  in  April, 
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1883,  was  to  select  a  tract  for  a  homestead  and  to  make  settlement 
thereon  prior  to  his  appointment,  as  shown  by  a  letter  addressed  by 
claimant  on  October  7, 1883,  to  the  principal  clerk  of  public  lands,  from 
which  the  following  extract  is  taken : 

I  was  largely  indebted  to  yon  for  the  suggestion  in  March,  when  it  was  probable 
that  I  would  be  appointed  to  this  offioe,  that  I  would  have  a  right  before  such  appt, 
to  enter  a  quarter  section  of  land.  I  came  out  here  in  April,  mainly  for  that  purpose, 
made  a  selection,  built  a  house  and  occupied  it  until  I  left  in  May  for  Washington  on 
business  connected  with  the  location  of  the  office.  Late  in  May,  after  that,  I  was 
appointed  register.  Now,  I  see  in  looking  at  the  law,  paragraph  or  Sec.  2287,  that  it 
is  provided  that '  any  bona  fide  settler  who  has  filed,  etc.,  and  subsequently  appt.' 
etc.  Now,  of  course,  I  could  not  file  as  the  lands  were  unsurveyed  until  recently. 
Piats  were  rec'd  a  few  days  ago^  and  then  I  filed,  which  was  the  earliest  possible  to 
do  so,  and  ^ly  filing  with  a  special  affidavit  has  gone  forward  to  Washington,  with 
the  others.  What  I  want  to  trouble  you  about  is,  whether  I  am  in  danger  of  a  tech- 
nical difficulty  about  the  filing.  I  suppose,  it  not  being  possible  to  file,  that  my 
squatter's  right,  with  occupancy,  would  stand  for  filing  until  surveys  were  in,  as  in 
the  case  of  any  other  settler. 

This  letter  was  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  of  claimant,  stating  that 
the  settlement  and  improvements  were  made  as  above  set  forth,  and  to 
this  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  under  date  of  April 
22,  1884,  replied : 

Your  homestead  entry  as  an  entry  made  under  section  2287  appears  regular,  and 
wiU  be  allowed  to  stand,  subject  to  the  usual  conditions. 

On  March  15, 1888,  Lord  gave  notice  of  bis  intention  to  make  final 
proof  in  support  of  his  claim  before  the  register  and  receiver  at  Devil's 
Lake  land  office  on  May  2, 1888.  Prior  to  the  day  on  which  the  proof 
was  to  be  taken,  to  wit :  April  18, 1888,  Lord's  term  of  office  expired, 
and  E.  6.  Spillman,  his  snccessor,  assumed  the  duties  of  register,  and 
Lord  made  his  final  proof  before  Spillman. 

The  proof  appears  regular  in  form.  The  improvements  valued  at 
$583.  The  estimated  value  of  the  land  $2000.  The  land  was  cropped 
to  wheat  each  season.  In  the  year  1885,  fifteen  acres  yielded  three  hun- 
dred bushels }  in  1886,  twenty-five  acres  yielded  six  hundred  bushels, 
and  in  1887,  sixty-seven  acres  yielded  fifteen  hundred  bushels.  In  1888, 
seventy-five  acres  were  prepared  and  sown  to  wheat.  Several  thousand 
young  trees  were  planted  on  the  land  in  1885,  and  were  growing. 

The  testimony  of  claimant  in  his  final  proof  is  fully  corroborated  by 
his  witnesses. 

From  the  time  Lord  entered  upon  the  duties  of  his  office,  August  1, 
1883,  until  his  time  expired,  he  resided  at  Creelsburg  with  his  family, 
consisting  of  himself  and  wife ;  he  was  also  necessarily  detained  at  the 
office  until  April  30,  in  closing  official  matters  incident  to  his  official 
services. 

From  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts,  it  may  be  reasonably  concluded 
that  Lord's  settlement  upon  the  tract  in  controversy  was  not  made  with 
the  bona  fide  intention  and  expectation  of  residing  upon  it  as  required 
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by  law,  but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  acquiriug  the  land  under  section 
2287.  This  is  apparent  from  the  admission  in  his  letter  above  referred 
to,  that  when  it  was  probable  he  would  be  appointed  to  offioe  he  went 
to  Dakota  mainly  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  selection  of  the  tract, 
acting  upon  the  suggestion  of  a  clerk  in  the  general  land  office  that  he 
would  have  the  right  to  enter  a  quarter  section  of  public  lands,  if  made 
before  his  appointment  to  office,  and,  as  the  law  (Sec.  2235,  Revised 
Statutes)  requires  that  "  Every  register  and  receiver  shall  reside  at  the 
place  where  the  land  office  for  which  he  is  appointed  is  directed  by  law 
to  be  kept,"  it  is  evident  that  he  knew,  at  the  time  of  his  settlement 
and  entry,  that  he  could  not  maintain  a  residence  on  the  tract  and  at 
the  same  time  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of  register  of  the  Devil's 
Lake  land  office. 

Section  2287  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  Lord  contemplated 
acquiring  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  when  he  selected  it  and  made 
settlement,  is  as  follows : 

Auy  bona-fide  settler,  under  the  bomestead  or  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United 
States,  who  has  filed  the  proper  application  to  enter  not  to  esceed  one  quarter  section 
of  the  public  lands  in  any  district  land  office,  and  who  has  been  subsequently  ap- 
jiointed  a  register  or  receiver,  may  perfect  the  title  to  tbo  land  under  the  pre-emption 
laws  by  furnishing  the  proofs  and  making  the  payments  required  by  law  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

This  section  is  taken  from  the  act  of  April  20, 1871  (17  Stat,  10),  and 
at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  and  of  the  revision  of  the  statutes, 
title  could  only  be  initiated  under  the  homestead  law  by  actual  entry 
at  the  local  office.  But  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (21 
Stat,  140),  provided — 

That  any  settler  who  has  settled  or  who  shall  hereafter  settle  on  any  of  the  public 
lands  of  the  United  States,  whether  surveyed  or  nnsuryeyed,  with  the  intention  of 
claiming  the  same  under  the  homestead  laws,  shaU  be  allowed  the  same  time  to  file 
his  homestead  application  and  perfect  his  original  entry  in  the  United  States  land 
office  as  is  now  allowed  to  settlers  under  the  pre-emption  laws  to  put  their  claims  on 
record,  and  his  right  shall  relate  back  to  the  date  of  settlement,  the  same  as  if  he 
settled  under  the  pre-emption  laws. 

This  act  did  not  enlarge  the  right  given  under  section  2287,  except  so 
far  as  to  allow  the  claim  to  be  initiated  by  settlement  instead  of  entryy 
and  I  think  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  settlement  of  Lord,  made 
April  30, 1883,  followed  by  entry  made  the  day  the  township  plat  was 
filed,  conferred  upon  him  as  much  right  to  perfect  title  under  section 
2287  as  if  the  land  had  been  surveyed,  and  entry  was  actually  made  on 
that  day.  In  either  case,  the  initiation  of  the  right  must  have  been 
bona  fide,  whether  by  entry  as  originally  provided,  or  by  settlement 
as  provided  for  by  the  act  of  May  14, 1880. 

Section  2287  was  evidently  intended  for  the  relief  of  settlers  who 
had  been  appointed  to  the  ofi&ce  of  register  and  receiver  after  they  had 
made  entry  of  the  land,  with  full  expectation  and  intention  of  com- 
plying with  the  law  as  to  residence  and  improvements,  by  allowing  them 
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to  perfect  title  ander  the  preemption  laws  by  making  proof  and  pay- 
ment to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commissioner.  From  the  fact  that  the 
law  requires  that  title  shall  be  perfected  under  the  pre-emption  law  by 
making  paymenty  it  is  evident  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress to  allow  a  homestead  entry  to  be  perfected  under  the  homestead 
law  by  persons  who  by  being  appointed  to  the  office  of  register  or 
receiver  were  pj^evented  from  complying  with  the  law  as  to  residence  for 
*the  time  required,  or  that  such  appointees,  even  after  a  bona  fide  resi- 
dence had  been  established,  could  maintain  a  constructive  residence  on 
the  land  while  engaged  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties  as  register 
or  receiver.  If  it  had  been  intended  that  such  absence  should  be 
considered  a  constructive  residence  for  the  period  of  their  official  term, 
it  would  have  provided  that  title  could  be  perfected  under  either  the 
homestead  or  pre-emption  law  accordingly  as  the  claim  was  initiated. 

But  I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  settlement  or  entry  made  under  such 
circumstances  as  are  shown  by  the  record  in  this  case,  by  a  person  who 
was  afterwards  appointed  to  the  office  of  register  or  receiver,  confers  no 
right  upon  such  person  to  purchase  under  section  2287.  That  sec- 
tion, as  before  stated,  was  only  intended  for  the  relief  of  persons  who 
had  expended  time  and  money  upon  a  tract  of  land  settled  upon  or 
entered  under  such  circumstances  from  which  it  could  not  be  reasonably 
presumed  that  they  did  not  intend  or  expect  to  comply  with  the  law  and 
perform  the  full  consideration  required  by  law  of  other  settlers,  by 
establishing  and  maintaining  a  bona  fide  residence.  This  is  the  consid- 
eration for  allowing  such  persons,  who  were  afterwards  appointed  to  the 
office  of  register  or  receiver,  to  purchase  the  land  ;  a  payment  of  money 
being  required  because  it  was  known  that  from  the  nature  of  the  em- 
ployment they  could  not  maintain  a  residence  on  the  land  and  at  the 
same  time  comply  with  the  law,  which  requires  the  local  officers  to 
reside  at  the  place  where  the  land  office  for  which  they  are  appointed  is 
directed  by  law  to  be  kept. 

If  the  settlement  is  made,  as  in  this  case,  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  land  as  a  gratuity,  without  fulfilling  the  consideration  of 
residence  required  by  the  statute,  and  knowing  at  the  time  that  the 
duties  of  the  office  would  prevent  the  maintenance  of  residence  on  the 
land,  such  a  settlement  or  entry  is  not  bona  fide  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  or  of  the  character  contemplated  by  it. 

Kor  do  I  think  that  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner,  as  expressed  in 
the  letter  of  April  22, 1884,  would  authorize  the  Department  to  allow 
the  claimant  to  purchase  under  section  2287,  although  he  may  have 
made  the  improvements  upon  the  faith  of  said  opinion. 

The  allowance  of  an  original  entry  by  the  General  Land  Office  will 
not  preclude  the  Department  from  determining  whether  the  land  was 
legally  subject  to  entry  when  the  case  comes  up  for  disposition  on  final 
proof.  Charles  W.  Fiikina,  5  L.  D.,  40.  Nor  will  an  expression  of 
opinion  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  as  to  the  valid- 
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ity  of  an  entry  pending  before  the  local  office  preclude  said  Commis- 
sioner or  his  successor  from  a  full  exami  nation  of  the  same  when  reached 
in  its  regular  order,  and  from  ordering  a  hearing  on  the  merits  of  the 
claim.    George  A.  Brock,  5  L.  D.,  610 ;  Bobert  Hall  et  aly  id.,  174. 

Besides,  in  this  case  the  letter  of  the  Commissioner  appears  to  have 
been  in  response  to  an  unofficial  communication  addressed  to  the  prin- 
cipal clerk  of  public  lands,  asking  his  individual  opinion  as  to  the  right 
of  the  claimant  to  make  entry  under  the  circumstances  detailed.  The 
Commissioner  had  no  right  to  exempt  claimant  from  fulfilling  any  es- 
sential requirement  of  the  law,  but  it  now  being  before  the  Department 
in  its  regular  order,  it  will  be  acted  upon  as  if  no  such  opinion  had  been 
expressed,  as  stated  in  the  case  of  Brock,  above  cited. 

Being  satisfied  that  the  final  certificate  in  this  case  was  improperly 
issued,  and  that  I  have  no  authority  to  pass  this  claim  to  patent,  or  to 
allow  a  purchase  under  section  2287,  your  decision  holding  said  final 
certificate  and  entry  for  cancellation  is  affirmed.  If  this  claimant  is  en- 
titled to  relief  by  reason  of  acting  upon  erroneous  advice  given  by  the 
land  office,  it  must  be  by  Congress,  or  by  making  entry  under  the  sec- 
ond section  of  the  act  of  March  2,  '89  (25  Stat.,  864),  allowing  persons, 
who  have  not  perfected  title  under  the  homestead  laws,  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  public  land 
subject  to  such  entry,  such  previous  entry  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing. 

Should  he  determine  to  make  a  second  entry  under  the  act  aforesaid, 
he  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  in  which  to  exercise  this  right. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST— MARRIED  WOMAN— RESEDEKCB. 

BuLLABD  V.  Sullivan. 

A  husband  and  wife,  while  they  live  together  as  such,  can  have  bnt  one  residence, 
and  the  home  of  the  wife  is  presumptively  with  her  husband. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd 

Office,  July  9, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Mary  Anne  Haywood,  formerly  Snlli- 
van,  from  the  decision  of  your  office  in  the  case  of  Bobert  L.  Ballard  v. 
Mary  Anne  Sullivan,  holding  for  cancellation  the  latter's  homestead 
entry  for  NW.  i  of  the  SB.  i  and  E.  J  of  the  E.  i  of  NW.  i  of  the  SE.}, 
and  S.  i  of  the  8E.  i,  and  E.  i  of  the  SB.  }  of  S W.  i,  and  SW.  i  of  the 
SB.  J  SW.  i,  Sec.  20,  T.  3  S.,  R.  14  E.,  Stockton  land  district,  California. 
The  record  shows  that  Mary  Anne  Sullivan  made  homestead  entry  for 
said  tract  October  30, 1880,  and  on  September  7, 1886,  Ballard  initiated 
a  contest  against  the  same,  alleging  that  the  said  ^^Mary  Anne  Salli- 
van  has  wholly  abandoned  said  tract;  that  she  has  changed  her  resi- 
dence therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry;  that 
said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required 
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by  Maw ;  that  she  has  never  resided  upon  said  land  and  made  it  her 
home." 

Thereapon  hearing  was  ordered  and  had  at  the  local  office  and  from 
the  evidence  submitted  thereat,  it  found  in  favor  of  contestant  and> 
recommended  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

From  this  judgment  Mrs.  Sullivan  appealed  to  your  office  and  you 
affirmed  the  findings  of  the  register  and  receiver  and  held  the  entry  for 
oaneellation.  She  again  appealed.  From  an  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence I  find  that  both  parties  were  personally  present  and  testified  at 
the  hearing  and  evidence  shows  that  when  the  claimant  made  her  entry 
she  was  a  widow  and  the  head  of  a  family  consisting  of  two  daughters 
and  a  son,  all  under  the  age  of  nine  years.  During  the  latter  part  of 
November,  1880,  she  built  a  board  house  ten  by  twelve  feet  in  size  upon 
the  tract,  furnished  it  with  articles  of  hoasehold  furniture  suitable  to 
her  means,  and  established  residence  thereon  with  her  family. 

Three  months  and  eight  days  after  she  made  her  entry  (Feb.  8, 1881), 
she  married  Seth  B.  Haywood,  a  resident  of  La  Grange,  Gal.,  and  went 
to  reside  with  him  at  La  Grange.  In  August,  1881,  she  removed  with 
her  husband  to  a  quarter  section  of  land  four  or  five  miles  from  La 
Grange,  commonly  called  the  ^'Junction."  He  made  his  homestead 
entry  for  said  land  December  14, 1881,  and  which  is  described  as  the 
SE.  i,  Sec.  25,  T.  3  S.,  B.  14  E.,  in  the  same  land  district. 

Claimant  testified  that  she  never  intended  to  abandon  her  homestead; 
that  she  made  it  for  the  benefit  of  her  children  :  that  she  was  never  ab- 
sent from  her  claim  six  months  at  any  one  time,  from  the  date  of  entry 
up  to  the  initiation  of  this  contest ;  that  since  her  marriage  to  Haywood 
and  up  to  the  time  of  the  hearing,  she  lived  a  portion  of  each  year  on  her 
claim,  with  one  or  more  of  her  children,  and  the  balance  of  the  time  she 
resided  with  her  husband,  and  on  his  claim,  and  that  during  such  periods 
as  she  was  personally  present  on  her  land,  her  oldest  daughter  kept 
house  for  her  step-father. 

The  testimony  of  both  parties  shows  that  the  land  in  dispute  is  mostly 
valuable  for  grazing  purposes,  and  not  more  than  from  three  to  five 
^cres  of  the  whole  tract  are  susceptible  of  cultivation.  Her  improve- 
ments consisted  of  her  frame  house,  and  a  fence  enclosing  about  half  an 
acre.  She  owned  four  or  five  head  of  cattle,  which  she  pastured  on  the 
tract  each  year ;  she  testified  that  her  house  had  been  burglarized  two 
or  three  times  during  her  absences,  but  that  she  replaced  the  articles 
stolen  and  had  been  residing  in  her  house  on  her  claim  with  her  son  from 
May,  1886,  continuously  up  to  the  time  of  the  hearing;  that  she  visited 
her  husband^s  claim  occasionally  during  said  period  but  only  remained 
for  a  short  time. 

It  sufficiently  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that  both  claimant 
and  her  husband  are  endeavoring  to  main  tain  separate  residences  at  the 
same  time,  so  that  each  by  virtue  of  said  residence  may  perfect  title  to 
land  covered  by  their  respective  entries.    This  can  not  be  done. 
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In  the  case  of  Thomas  E.  Henderson  (10  L.  D.^  266),  it  was  held  that 
a  husband  and  wife  while  they  live  together  as  such,  can  have  bat  one 
and  the  same  residence ;  ^  and  as  ^^  the  home  of  a  married  woman  is  pre- 
sumptively with  her  husband,"  Angle  L.  Williamson  (ib.,  30),  I  think 
the  decision  appealed  from  is  a  proper  determination  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


OKIiAHOMA  TOWN-SITES-OIBCULAR. 

Depabtment  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.  C,  July  10, 1890. 
To  the  Trustees  of  Town-siteg 

in  the  U.  S.  Land  DistriciSj 

Oklahoma  Territory. 

To  remove  any  doubts  that  may  exist  under  regulations  dated  Jane 
18, 1890,  as  to  how  the  costs  of  contests  are  to  be  paid,  yon  are  hereby 
instructed  that  your  first  duty,  as  stated  in  section  10  and  the  last  clause 
of  section  13,  is  to  proceed  on  the  day  designated  in  the  notice  published, 
to  set  apart,  except  in  contest  cases,  the  lots,  blocks,  and  grounds,  with 
the  improvements,  respectively,  to  each  person  or  company  entitled 
thereto.  You  will  at  this  point,  and  before  proceeding  to  contests,  make 
assessment  on  all  the  lots  embraced  in  the  town-site,  so  that  each  shall 
bear  its  fair  proportion  of  all  the  expenses  mentioned  in  section  15,  and 
no  further  assessments  shall  be  made  on  uncontested  lots  that  may  be 
required  to  meet  expenses  resulting  from  contests  as  to  other  property. 
You  will  then,  and  not  before,  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  contested  cases, 
and  you  will  require  each  claimant  to  deposit  with  the  disbursing  officer 
of  the  board  each  morning,  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  and  pay  all  costs 
and  expenses  on  such  proceedings  for  the  day,  including  the  items  men- 
tioned in  regulation  numbered  15,  because  by  section  8  of  the  act  of 
Congress,  under  which  you  are  to  proceed,  all  disbursements  from  the 
appropriation  made  must  be  refunded  to  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  At  the  close  of  the  contest-s,  on  appeal  or  otherwise,  the  sum, 
deposited  by  the  successful  party  shall  be  restored  to  him  subject  to  the 
rules  in  such  cases ;  but  that  deposited  by  the  losing  party  shall  be  re- 
tained and  accounted  for  by  the  disbursing  officer  of  the  board. 
Very  respectfully, 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 
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ATTORNEY— EMPLOYE  OF  LOCAX.  Ol^FICE-SECTION  100  R.  S. 

Sharitt  v.  Wood. 

A  clerk  in  a  local  ofSce  is  within  tbi)  proviBions  of  section  IIH)  R.  S.,  and  is  prohib- 
ited thereby  during  the  period  speciiiedy  from  appoarinji^aA  attorney  in  a  case  that 
was  pending  in  said  office  while  he  was  a  clerk  therein. 

Proceedings  had  at  the  instance  of  an  attorney  disqualified  under  section  190  R.  S., 
will  not  be  recognized  by  the  Department. 

First  As9i8ta7it  Setretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land 

Office,  July  10,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Washington  Wood,  Jr.,  from  the  de- 
cision of  your  office  dated  October  12, 1888,  in  the  case  of  Benjamin  T. 
Sharitt  v.  f-aid  Wood,  involving  the  latter's  homestead  entry  for  th( 
SE.i  of  SW4,  Sec.  22,  T.  16  S.,  R.  2  W.,  Montgomery  land  district 
Alabama. 

AngQSt  7, 1886,  Wood  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land 
which  was  refused  and  the  following  endorsed  on  his  application,— 
<'  Bejected  August  7,  1886,  because  land  is  classed  as  coal."  From  that 
action  Wood  appealed. 

On  August  10, 1886,  Sharitt  made  application  to  enter  the  same  tract 
as  an  adjoining  farm  homestead,  which  application  was  also  refused  and 
the  following  endorsed  thereon — "Eejected  August  10,  1886,  land 
classed  coal." 

Your  office  after  considering  Wood's  appeal  directed  that  his  applica- 
tion be  allowed  and  certificate  and  receipt  were  issued  bearing  date  of 
January  4, 1887. 

April  27^  1887,  Sharitt  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  alleging  that  the 
said 

Washington  Wood,  fraudnlently  made  said  entry  of  said  tract,  that  he,  the  affiant 
made  application  to  enter  said  tract  in  person  to  the  register  of  this  land  office  at 
Montgomery,  Ala.,  and  filed  his  application  -with  said  register  and  paid  him  six  dol- 
lars ($6)  in  the  morning  of  the  4th  day  of  Angnst,  1886,  and  affiant  claims  prior  right 
to  enter  said  land. 

Hearing  was  set  for  November  9,  1887,  and  notice  of  contest  was 
served  September  7, 1887.  Hearing  was  continued  to  the  second  Tues- 
day in  March,  1888,  and  again  to  July  5, 1888,  and  depositions  of  cer- 
tain witnesses  for  contestant  ordered  taken  before  a  commissioner  of 
Montgomery,  Alabama,  June  27, 1888.  On  the  day  appointed  for  the 
taking  of  said  depositions  contestant  appeared  in  person  and  by  his 
attorneys,  Samuel  Thompson  and  VV.  B.  Brown.  Claimant  also  ap- 
peared in  person  and  by  his  Jittorney,  and  several  witnesses  were  sworn 
and  testified,  and  their  testimony  transmitted  to  the  local  office. 

July  31, 1888,  this  case  having  been  called  for  final  hearing  W.  E. 
Brown  appeared  as  attorney  for  contestant. 

Claimant  appeared  in  person  and  by  attorney  and  moved  that  the 
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testimony  taken  before  the  commissioner  at  Birmingham,  be  excladed 
from  the  record  and  not  considered  in  this  case  for  the  reasons  that  one 
of  contestant's  attorneys  (Samnel  Thompson)  was  at  that  time  and  is 
now  disbarred  from  practicing  or  appearing  in  any  manner  as  an  attor- 
ney or  agent  for  any  one  before  the  local  land  office ;  and  that  the  as- 
sociate attorney  (W.  E.  Brown),  who  appeared  for  contestant  before 
said  commissioner,  ^<  was,  at  the  time  that  Wood  and  Sharitt  made 
their  applications  before  the  local  land  office,  the  chief  clerk  in  charge 
of  the  register's  office,  and  as  snch  had  charge  of  the  applications,  and 
particularly  do  the  records  show  that  he  had  charge  of  and  did  the 
letter  writing  in  the  matter  of  the  application  of  said  Sharitty"  and 
fiirther  asked  that  said  Thompson  and  Brown  be  each  excluded  from 
appearing  as  atorneys  in  this  case  in  any  fatnre  proceedings  therein. 

W.  E.  Brown  in  reply  to  said  motion  stated  that  he  (Brown)  was  em- 
ployed by  contestant  as  his  attorney  March  5, 1888,  that  he  was  not 
connected  with  Samuel  Thompson  in  this  case ;  that  he  had  known 
that  Thompson  had  been  disbarred  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  July  14,  1888,  that  he  (Brown)  appeared  before  the  commis- 
sioner as  Sharitt's  attorney  and  conducted  the  examination  of  witnesses. 

The  local  office  overruled  claimant's  motion  and  held  that  ^'  We  can 
see  no  legal  reason  why  W.  E.  Brown  should  not  act  as  attorney  for 
Sharitt." 

Claimant  appealed  and  on  October  12, 1888,  your  office  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  local  office,  whereupon  claimant  appealed  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

The  ruling  of  the  local  officers  upon  the  motion  to  exclude  the  testi- 
mony in  this  case  was  interlocutory  and  therefore  was  not  properly 
subject  to  appeal.  The  proper  course  would  have  been  for  your  office 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  and  return  the  case  to  the  local  office  for  a  final 
decision.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  this  was  not  done,  and  as  a  dismis- 
sal of  the  appeal  now  would  tend  to  protract  litigation,  it  would  seem 
to  the  interest  of  all  concerned  to  have  the  question  here  presented 
determined  at  this  time,  and  I  have  for  these  reasons  concluded  to 
consider  and  pass  upon  this  appeal. 

It  appears  that  said  W.  E.  Brown,  whose  right  to  appear  as  attorney 
in  the  taking  of  the  depositions  in  question,  is  in  dispute,  was  in  the 
month  of  August,  1886,  when  the  respective  applications  of  Wood  and 
Sharitt  were  presented,  chief  clerk  in  the  rogister's  office  and  that  he 
continued  in  that  position  until  October  18, 1886,  when  he  resigned. 
The  decision  of  your  office  is  upon  the  theory  that  the  section  referred 
to  and  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  Luther  Harrison 
(4  L.  D.,  179),  do  not  apply  in  this  case.  I  do  not  understand  upon 
what  ground  such  conclusion  is  based.  The  decision  referred  to  is 
broad  enough  to  cover  all  clerks  or  employes  and  was  evidently  in- 
tended to  do  so.  The  letter  of  your  office  (3  B.  L.  P.,  399),  holding  that 
this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  does  not  apply  to  employes  of  the 
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local  land  offices  was  not  approved  by  this  Department  and  did  not 
overrale  the  decision  in  the  Harrison  case.  That  letter  refers  to  an  opinion 
of  the  Attorney-General  (15  Op.,  267),  holding  that  under  the  act  of 
March  3, 1877,  providing  for  the  transmission  throngh  the  mails  free  of 
l)0stage,  letters,  etc.,  relating  exclusively  to  the  basiness  of  the  govern- 
ment, the  nse  of  the  official  envelopes  provided  for  was  limited  to  the 
Exeentive  Departments  and  the  bureaus  or  offices  therein  at  the  seat  of 
government  and  did  not  extend  to  subordinate  officers  throughout  the 
country.  The  language  used  in  the  section  now  under  consideration 
is,  however,  broader  and  at  the  same  time  more  specific  in  its  descrip- 
tion of  the  persons  falling  within  its  provisions  than  was  the  act  then 
being  construed  by  the  Attorney-General.  Section  452  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes  which  prohibits  ^^  the  officers,  clerks,  and  employes  in  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  from  purchasing  the  public  lands  has  been  and  is  held 
to  include  clerjss  and  employes  in  the  local  offices.  The  section  now 
under  consideration  relates  to  any  person  employed  '^as  an  officer, 
clerk,  or  employ^  in  any  of  the  Departments  ^  and  must  be  held  to  in- 
clude persons  employed  in  the  local  offices.  The  arguments  employed 
in  the  decision  in  the  Harrison  case  are  just  as  applicable  to  this  class 
of  employ6s  as  to  any  other.  Brown  was  not  at  the  time  these  deposi- 
tions were  taken,  under  the  provisions  of  section  190  Revised  Statutes, 
entitled  to  appear  as  an  attorney  in  said  case  and  the  proceedings  had 
at  his  instance  as  such  attorney  cannot  be  recognized  by  this  Depart-  • 
ment. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  the  objection  to  the 
depositions  so  taken  is  sustained.  The  papers  in  the  case  are  here- 
with returned,  and  you  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  proceed  with  the 
hearing  in  this  case  with  as  little  delay  as  possible. 


BE9BRT  LAND  ENTRY.-ALrKNATION.— COMPACTNESS. 

Thomas  Hunton. 

An  oral  promise  of  the  claimant  to  convey,  after  perfection  of  title,  a  portion  of  the 
land  in  payment  of  money  advanced  for  the  reclamation  thereof,  does  not  neces- 
sarily call  for  cancellation  of  the  entry  where  good  faith  is  apparent. 

The  nature  and  location  of  land,  its  means  and  facilities  for  irrigation  and  the  right 
of  adjacent  entrymen  are  properly  matters  for  consideration  in  determining  whether 
a  desert  entry  is  sufficiently  compact  to  answer  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

A  desert  entry  may  he  referred  to  the  hoard  of  equitahle  adjudication  where  the  final 
proof  is  not  suhmitted  within  the  statutory  period,  and  the  delay  is  satisfactorily 
explained. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  July  10, 1890. 

The  record  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Hunton  shows  that  on  the  24th 
day  of  March,  1880,  he  made  desert  land  entry  No.  178,  for  the  NE. 
i  and  SB.  J,  sec.  15,  the  NW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  S.  i  of  SW.  i,  sec. 
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14;  the  NW.  J  and  NB.  J  of  SW.  i,  sec.  23,  T.  23  N.,  R.  67  W.,  Chey- 
enae,  Wyomiog,  and  made  final  proof  and  payment  on  the  19th  day 
of  August,  1884,  and  received  final  certificate  No.  121,  September  8, 
1884. 

By  your  office  letter  of  July  27, 1887,  this  entry  was  held  for  cancel- 
lation, on  the  ground — 

(1)  That  in  his  final  proof,  Hunton  admitted  that  he  had  agreed  to  let  his  brother 
have  one-half  the  land. 

(2)  That  the  entry  is  not  sufficiently  compact,  the  distance  from  the  northernmost 
to  the  southernmost  boundary  being  one  and  three-fourths  miles. 

(3)  That  proof  was  not  made  nntil  subsequent  to  the  expir  ation  of  the  st-atntory 
period. 

On  the  6th  October,  1887,  Hanton  made  application,  accompanied 
by  affidavit,  for  a  hearing,  which  was  afterwards  withdrawn,  and  on 
March  21, 1889,  a  stipulation  was  signed  by  E.  N.  Boofils,  special  agent 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  Gibson  Clark,  attorney  for  Hunton, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
'<  that  the  facts  alleged  in  said  affidavit  (meaning  the  affidavit  of  Hunton 
aforesaid)  arc  true  and  that  said  affidavit  sets  forth  all  the  facts  material 
to  said  matter,  and  that  the  said  matter  may  be  considered  and  deter- 
mined upon  the  facts  sets  forth  in  said  affidavit." 

On  consideration  of  said  facts,  your  office  on  April  11, 1889,  again  held 
said  entry  for  cancellation,  from  which  decision  Hunton  now  appeals  to 
this  Department. 

The  affidavit  referred  to  reads  as  follows  : 

m 

Thomas  Hunton  h^nng  first  duly  sworn  on  his  oath,  says : 

I  am  the  same  person  who  made  the  above  described  desert  land  entry.  I  made  the 
entry  originally  at  the  Cheyenne  Land  Office  on  the  24th  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1880. 
The  number  of  my  declaration  being  178.  I  made  said  entry  in  good  faith  for  my 
own  exclusive  iiseand  benefit,  and  paid  the  first  payment  of  25  ot-s.  jier  acre  therefor 
out  of  my  own  personal  monies.  Thereafter  I  expended  in  the  improvement  and  rec- 
lamation of  said  lands  at  least  six  hundred  dollars  out  of  my  own  personal  monies, 
but  the  land  costing  me  very  much  more  to  reclaim  it  than  I  had  at  first  expected,  I 
from  time  to  time  borrowed  money  and  procured  assistance  from  my  brother,  John 
Hunton,  to  the  amount  of  four  thousand  dollars,  the  greater  portion  of  which  sum  I 
used  in  building  ditches  upon,  fencing,  irrigating  and  otherwise  improving  this  land. 
This  money  I  received  from  my  brother  John  Hunton  in  and  during  the  years  1881, 
1882,  1883,  and  1884.  He  bad  no  interest  of  any  kind  whatever  in  the  land,  and  there 
was  no  agreement  of  any  kind  between  ns  that  be  ever  should  have  any  interest  of  any 
kind  in  it,  until  some  time  in  the  year  1884,  about  the  time  I  made  final  proof  upon  the 
land  and  after  I  had  fully  reclaimed  it,  that  he  spoke  to  w.e  about  the  amount  of  money 
he  had  advanced  me  as  before  stated,  and  I  then  told  him  that  after  I  had  proved  up 
on  the  land  and  acquired  title  to  it,  he  might  have  a  one-half  interest  in  it  in  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  I  owed  him,  if  he  desired  it.  There  was  no  written  agreement 
between  ns,  conveying  or  promising  to  convey  any  part  of  the  land  or  any  interest  in 
it  to  him,  and  no  other  agreement  of  any  kind  concerning  said  land  between  ns,  than 
that  above  stated,  which  was  wholly  verbal.  It  was  the  facts  above  set  forth  and 
none  other,  which  led  me  to  make  the  statement  in  my  final  proof  in  answer  to  ques- 
tion 18,  as  set  forth  in  my  final  proof  deposition,  and  I  made  said  statement  simply  in 
order  that  I  might  fairly,  fully  and  truthfully  place  the  officials  of  the  land  office  in 
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fall  poflseesion  of  all  the  facts  iQ  the  case.  In  regard  to  the  alleged  waut  of  compact- 
ness in  the  form  of  the  entry,  it  will  be  impossible  to  make  the  entry  in  more  compact 
form,  except  by  the  relinquishment  of  certain  portions,  to  do  which  wonld  be  a  total 
loss,  for  the  reason  that  there  are  no  vacaut,  unoccupied  public  lands  adjoiniug  the 
lands  in  this  entry,  as  I  am  informed  and  believe.  I  know  there  are  none  which  can 
be  irrigated  and  reclaimed. 

In  regard  to  the  allegation  that  the  proof  was  made  after  the  expiration  of  the  stat- 
utory period,  I  have  this  to  say.  Either  late  in  the  year  1883  or  early  in  the  year 
1884, 1  was  called  upon  by  the  Cheyenne  land  office  to  show  cause  why  my  said  entry 
should  not  be  canceled  for  my  failure  to  make  proof  and  hnal  payment  within  the 
statutory  period.  Thereupon  I  filed  in  said  land  office  my  affidavit  setting  forth  the 
reasons  which  had  prevented  me  from  fully  reclaiming  said  land  within  said  period. 
This  affidavit,  by  letter  dated  February  25,  1S84,  was  duly  transmitted  to  the  Hon. 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  at  Washington,  D.  C,  and  proved  to  be  a 
satisfactory  explanation  of  my  said  failure.  Thereupon  on  or  about  August  20,  A.  D., 
1884,  I  filed  in  said  Cheyenne  Land  Office  the  final  proof  depositions  of  myself  and  my 
two  witnesses.  These  depositions  were  not  at  said  time  received  or  acted  upon  by  the 
register  and  receiver  of  said  Land  Office,  but  under  date  of  August  20,  1884,  and  with 
letter  of  that  date,  were  transmitted  by  the  register  of  said  Land  Office  to  the  Hon. 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  at  Washington,  D.  C,  for  his  instructions. 
Said  final  proof  depositions  were  received  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  and  having  been  examined  by  him,  were  under  date  of  August  30,  1884,  by 
letter '  C '  Vol.  i.  Page  372,  of  L.  Harrison,  Assistant  Commissioner,  returned  to  reg- 
ister and  receiver  at  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  with  instructions  to  permit  me  to  complete 
my  said  entry,  which  I  accordingly  did,  on  the  8th  day  of  September,  1884. 

Foar  questions  naturally  arise  in  the  determination  of  this  case. 

1st,  Ou^ht  the  entry  be  canceled  becanse,  as  admitted  in  the  affida- 
vit, Hnnton  told  his  brother  about  the  time  he  made  his  final  proof  that 
he  wonld  let  him  have  a  half  interest  in  the  land  when  he  had  perfected 
his  title,  in  payment  of  the  four  thousand  dollars  loaned  or  advanced 
to  him  by  his  brother  and  expended  in  the  reclamation  of  the  land? 

I  think  this  question  should  be  answered  in  the  negative.  The  first 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stats.,  377),  provides: 

That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  any  person  of  requi- 
site age,  '  who  may  be  entitled  to  become  a  citizen,  and  who  has  filed  his  declaration 
to  become  such'  and  upon  payment  of  twenty-five  cents  per  acre — to  file  a  declara- 
tion under  oath  with  the  register  and  the  receiver  of  the  land  district  in  which  any 
desert  land  is  situated,  that  he  intends  to  reclaim  a  tract  of  desert  land  not  exceeding 
one  section,  by  conducting  water  upon  the  same,  within  the  period  of  three  years 
thereafter.  Provided  howwer  that  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  by  the  person  so 
conducting  the  same,  on  or  to  any  tract  of  desert  land  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres 
shaU  depend  upon  bona  fide  prior  appropriation :  and  such  right  shall  not  exceed  the 
amount  of  water  actually  appropriated,  and  necessarially  used  for  the  purpose  of 
irrigation  and  reclamation :  and  all  surplus  water  over  and  above  such  actual  appro- 
priation and  use,  together  with  the  water  of  all,  lakes,  rivers  and  other  sources  of 
water  supply  upon  the  public  lands  and  not  navigable,  shall  remain  and  be  held  free 
for  the  appropriation  and  use  of  the  public  for  irrigation,  mining  and  manufact- 
uring purposes  subject  to  existing  rights.  Said  declaration  shall  describe  particu- 
larly said  section  of  land  if  surveyed,  and,  if  nnsnrvoyed,  shall  describe  the  same  as 
nearly  as  possible  without  a  survey.  At  any  time  within  the  peiiod  of  three  years 
after  filing  said  declaration,  upon  making  satisfactory  proof  to  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver of  the  reclamation  of  said  tract  of  land  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  and  upon  the 
payment  to  the  receiver  of  the  additional  sum  of  one  dollar  per  acre  for  a  tract  of 
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land  not  exceeding  six  hnndred  and  forty  acres  to  any  one  i>erBon,  a  patent  £w  tho 
same  shall  be  issned  to  him.  Provided^  that  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to  enter 
more  than  one  tract  of  land  and  not  to,  exceed  six  hnndred  and  forty  acres  which 
shall  be  in  compact  form. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  act  to  preclude  a  sale  of  the  land  after  the 
consummation  of  an  entry. 

The  regulations  of  the  Secretary  for  the  guidance  of  the  Commis- 
sioner in  the  obser\rance  of  the  statute  (5  L.  D.,  708),  among  other 
things  provide : 

Desert  land  entries  are  not  assignable,  and  the  transfer  of  snch  entries,  whether 
by  deed,  contract,  or  agreement,  vitiates  the  entry.  An  entry  made  in  the  interest 
or  for  the  benefit  of  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation,  or  with  intent  that  the 
title  shaH  be  conveyed  to  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation,  is  illegal. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  first  clause  of  the  regulation  has  refer- 
ence only  to  the  transfer  of  the  entry. 

Accepting  as  a  fact  that  a  transfer  of  the  entry  is  violative  of  the 
statute,  as  well  as  the  instructions,  and  will  hot  be  tolerated,  yet  the 
affidavit  which  contains  the  admitted  facts  shows  that  there  was  no 
actual  transfer,  and  I  am  impressed  with  the  belief  that  the  entrymen 
intended  no  wrong,  but  desired  only  to  repay  his  brother  for  advances 
made  him  to  aid  him  in  the  reclamation  of  this  tract,  so  that  I  am  loath 
to  impute  bad  faith  to  him,  and  presuming  honest  intentions,  I  think 
that  this  clause  needs  no  further  consideration  to  show  that  there  has 
been  no  violation  thereof. 

2d.  Was  the  '^  entry  made  in  the  interest  or  for  the  benefit  of  any 
other  person,  etc.,  or  with  the  intent  that  the  title  should  be  conveyed 
to  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation."  On  this  point  the  affidavit  is 
positive,  and  its  truth  being  admitted,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  it 
He  says :  ^^  I  made  the  entry  in  good  faith  for  my  own  exclusive  use  and 
and  benefit."  Finding  that  its  reclamation  would  cost  a  great  deal 
more  than  he  had  anticipated,  after  expending  $600  of  his  own  money, 
he  was  compelled  to  borrow  $4,000  from  his  brother. 

The  statement  of  the  entryman  impresses  me  as  frank,  honest,  and 
manly,  and  I  think  no  one  who  reads  that  portion  of  the  affidavit  will 
come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  the  entryman  made  this  entry 
for  his  own  benefit,  but  from  a  desire  to  pay  his  brother  the  money 
which  he  had  borrowed  of  him,  he  was  willing  to  deed  him  one-half  of 
the  land.  It  may  be  that  the  undertaking  was  beyond  his  means  and 
that  the  law  will  not  uphold  the  entry  by  a  poor  man  of  such  large 
tracts  upon  borrowed  capital  to  work  a  reclamation,  and  when  irriga- 
tion of  the  tract  is  complete  and  the  certificate  issued,  deed  a  portion 
thereof  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  or  to  accomplish  indirectly  what  is 
directly  prohibited,  but  in  this  case  no  such  transfer  has  been  consum- 
mated and  I  can  not  believe  if  the  entryman  had  intended  to  violate  the 
law  in  this  respect  that  he  would  have  been  so  frank  and  open  about 
it.    Usually  frauds  are  not  perpetrated  in  that  way. 
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3d.  Has  the  entryman  complied  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  com* 
pactness  of  entry  T 

In  yonr  holding  this  entry  for  cancellation  on  the  ground  that  the 
entry  was  not  sufficiently  compact,  yon  seem  to  have  been  guided  by  a 
regulation  formerly  in  force  in  your  office,  which  provided  that  ^^  in  no 
case  where  the  full  quantity  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  is  entered 
will  the  side  line  on  either  side  be  permitted  to  exceed  one  mile  and  a 
quarter." 

In  the  case  of  Francis  M.  Bishop  (5  L.  D.,  429),  Secretary  Lamar 
eliminated  this  provision  of  the  regulation  as  being  in  conflict  with  the 
spirit  of  the  law  providing  for  desert  land  entries  ^  that  it  operated  as 
an  obstruction,  rather  than  an  aid  to  its  execution. 

It  is  impracticable  to  establish  inflexible  rules  which  shall  govern 
the  shape  or  form  of  an  entry.  Each  case  must  depend  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  it  and  whether  an  entry  should  be  regarded 
as  sufficiently  compact  to  answer  the  requirements  of  the  law  must  de- 
pend largely  upon  the  nature  and  location  of  the  land,  its  means  and 
facilities  for  irrigation  and  the  rights  of  adjacent  and  surrounding  entry- 
men. 

In  the  case  of  William  Thompson  (8  L.  D.,  104),  the  question  of  com- 
pactness is  discussed  at  some  length,  and  many  cases  cited  where 
entries  have  been  allowed,  although  the  land  entered  was  quite  as  ob. 
jectionable  so  far  as  compactness  is  concerned  as  in  the  case  now  under 
consideration. 

James  8.  Love  (5  L.  D.,  642)  entered  173.44  acres,  and  his  entry  was 
a  mile  in  length.  It  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  because 
not  compact.  Acting  Secretary  Muldrow  reversed  the  decision  on  ap- 
peal, and  held  that  It  appeared  of  record  that  the  lands  immediately 
adjoining  the  entry 

have  aU  been  entered  under  the  desert  land  law  by  other  parties  so  that  there  (is)  no 
way  of  rendering  said  entry  more  compact  than  it  is  and  still  retain  the  same  quantity 
of  land.  The  case  is  precisely  like  that  of  Ann  E.  Miller,  decided  by  this  department 
May  22, 1886.  In  that  ease  the  entry  was  a  mile  long  and  quarter  of  a  mile  wide^ 
and  the  adjoining  lands  were  all  appropriated  by  other  persons,  and  her  entry  was 
allowed  to  stand. 

While  the  decisions  of  this  Department  have  not  been  uniform  upon 
the  question  of  what  should  be  considered  a  compact  entry,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  yet  they  have  invariably  been  liberal  in  the 
constraction  of  the  law,  where  the  entryman  has  acted  in  good  faith  in 
making  his  entry  and  in  reclaiming  the  land,  and  especially  where,  as 
in  this  case,  the  surrounding  land  has  all  been  entered  and  the  rights 
of  other  entrymen  have  not  been  invaded  or  molested.  This  entry  is  a 
mile  and  three-quarters  in  length ;  its  greatest  width  being  one  mile, 
diminishing  north  and  south  from  the  center  to  one  half  mile  at  the 
northern  extremity  and  one-fourth  at  the  southern.  No  suspicion  of 
the  lack  of  good  faith  can  be  attached  to  the  entryman ;  he  has  fully 
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reclaimed  the  laud,  at  aii  expense  of  four  thousand  dollars,  and  has 
made  valuable  improvements  thereon,  and  as  the  entry  can  not  be 
reformed  without  loss  to  the  entryman,  it  will  be  held  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  compactness. 

4th,  Should  the  entry  be  canceled  because  the  claimant  did  not  sub- 
mit his  proof  within  the  three  years  i)rovide(l  for  in  the  statute  ? 

I  think  not.  The  admitted  facta  fully  explain  the  cause  of  the  delay 
and  while  it  is  the  repeated  holdings  of  the  Department  that  it  has  no 
l)0wer  to  extend  the  statutory  time  within  which  the  proof  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  this  class  of  cases,  yet  where  good  faith  is  shown  in  the  mat- 
ter of  reclamation  and  no  adverse  interests  have  attached,  entries  made 
out  of  time  have  been  authorized  and  upheld  in  numerous  cases.  Mar- 
tha W.  Fisher,  9  L.  D.,  430 ;  Edward  0.  Simpson,  9  L.  D.,  617 ;  George 
W.  Mapes,  9  L.  D.,  631 ;  George  F.  Stearn,  8  L.  D.,  573. 

It  appearing  to  my  satisfaction  that  the  entryman  has  acted  in  good 
faith,  that  he  was  allowed  to  make  final  proof  after  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  statute  (the  proof  in  other  respects  being  satisfactory),  and  there 
being  no  adverse  claim,  the  entry  will  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of 
Equitable  Adjudication  for  confirmation. 

The  decision  of  your  oflBce  is  accordingly  modified. 


GOAL  DECLARATORY  STATEMENT- SUIT  TO  VACATE  PATENT. 

James  D.  Negus  et  al. 

One  who  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  coal  declaratory  state iiieut  is  disqualiiied  thereby 
to  enter  under  a  second  filing. 

A  coal  declaratory  statement,  offered  during  the  pendency  of  a  previous  axiplication 
to  file  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  same  applicant,  though  in  the  name  of  another, 
confers  no  right  as  against  an  interveniug  adverse  claim. 

An  applicant  for  the  preference  right  to  purchase  coal  land  under  section  2348  R.  S., 
must  be  in  actual  possession  of  the  land  when  ho  applies  for  such  right,  and  the 
labor  expended  and  improvements  made  must  be  such  as  to  clearly  indicate  his 
good  faith. 

Suit  to  set  aside  patent  will  not  be  advised  by  the  Department  in  the  absence  of  a 
.  specific  showing  of  facts  sufficient  to  justify  such  action. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Getieral  Land  Office^  July  12, 

1890. 

By  letter  dated  September  21, 1886,  your  office  transmitted  (with  other 
papers)  for  consideration  by  this  Department  the  petition  of  James  D. 
Negns  and  Thomas  0.  Clark,  by  James  D.  Negus  his  attorney  in  fact, 
filed  March  2, 1883,  asking  that  the  patent  issued  to  Jesse  Bell  for  the 
8E.  i  of  Sec.  7,  and  to  John  Bell  tor  the  S  W.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T.  21  N.,  R. 
116  W.,  Evanston,  Wyoming,  "be  recalled  or  proceedings  .  .  iusti- 
tated  to  cancel  them  "  and  also  the  separate  petitions  of  Thomas  W.  B. 
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Hughes  and  Orlando  W.  Joslyn  each,  by  James  D.  Negus  attorney  in 
fact,  filed  November  24, 18S4,  for  the  institution  of  suit  ^'  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  to  cancel "  the  patents  issued  respectively  to  William 
F.  Bechel  for  the  SB.  {  of  said  section  8,  and  to  Edgar  M.  Morseman 
for  the  NE.  ^  of  Bee.  17  in  the  same  town  and  range. 

The  said  petitions  although  addressed  to  the  Department  were  filed 
aud  have  been  altogether  with  the  accompanying  and  additional  papers 
considered  in  your  office  where  counsel  for  the  petitioners  and  for  the 
patentees  have  been  heard  orally  and  npon  brief. 

By  the  said  letter  of  September  21, 1886,  whereby  the  said  patents 
are  sustained,  your  office  sets  out  that  ^'all  papers  bearing  upon  the 
matter  including  the  contest  cases  of  Abner  G-.  McDaniel  v.  William 
Bel],  James  D.  Negus  v.  Alfred  G.  Lee,  and  Thomtts  G.  Glarke  v.  James 
H.  Johnson,  which  are  referred  to  by  counsel  "for  petitioners"  have 
been  forwarded  "informally  and  without  scheduling"  to  the  end  that 
the  tacts  may  be  fully  before  the  Department. 

The  record  in  the  said  case  of  McDaniel  v.  Bell  was  (in  response  to  a 
letter  from  counsel  for  the  former)  by  letter  dated  November  17, 1887, 
returned  by  the  Department  to  your  office  for  appropriate  action. 

Thereupon  your  office  on  January  21,  1888,  sustained  the  cash  coal 
entry  of  McDaniel  for  the  NB.  J  of  section  18  in  said  township  21 .  This 
action  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  on  July  1,  1889  (9  L.  D.,  15), 
when  the  accompanying  record  was  returned  for  the  files  of  your  office. 

Sundry  papers  relating  to  the  said  case  of  Clark  v,  Johnson  involv. 
ing  the  SE.  ^  of  NW.  ^  of  said  section  8,  and  to  the  said  case  of  Negus 
V.  Lee  involving  the  SE.  ^  of  NE.  i  of  said  section  7,  are  with  the  pend- 
ing petitions. 

The  plat  showing  the  public  survey  of  said  township  21,  was  filed  in 
the  local  office  on  April  7, 1882. 

On  April  25,  1882,  the  said  Morseman,  Bechel,  John  and  Jesse  Bell 
made  respectively  coal  cash  entries  (upon  which  said  patents  are  based) 
at  $20  i)er  acre,  (Sec.  2347  R.  S.,  Act  of  March  3,  1873,  17  Stat.,  607), 
for  the  several  quarter  sections  heretofore  described. 

Subsequently  to  the  date  of  said  entries  the  said  petitioners  respect- 
ively applied  to  file  certain  coal  declaratory  statements  in  confiict  there- 
with. 

These  filings  were  offered  (apparently  by  Negus)  at  the  local  office  in 
manner  following : 

Joslyn,  June  3, 1882,  W.  J  NB.  J  and  W.  J  SE.  i  of  said  Sec.  17, 
Hughes,  June  3,  1883,  N.  J  SE.  i  and  S.  i  NE.  i  of  said  Sec.  8,  Clark, 
June  3, 1882,  S.  i  NW.  i  and  N.  ^  SW.  i  of  said  Sec.  8,  Negus,  June  5, 
1883,  S.  i  NE.  i  and  N.  i  SE.  i  of  said  Sec.  7. 

All  of  said  filings  were  rejected  Jit  the  local  office  by  reason  of  con- 
flict with  said  cash  entries. 

Appeals  from  this  actio::  were  respectively  filed  by  the  petitioners  in 
the  local  officQ  on  July  3, 1883,  from  whence  they  were  transmitted  to 
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your  office  by  letter  dated  July  8, 1882,  wbere,  as  stated  by  your  office, 
they  were  received  July  16, 1882. 

It  appears  that  the  said  cash  entries  were  <' posted  "  on  the  tract  books 
of  your  office  on  June  6, 1882,  that  they  were  then  "  marked  'special' 
and  were  examined  and  approved  for  patent  on  July  10  and  12,  and 
patents  issued  dated  July  15, 1882,"  that  the  appeals  jast  mentioned 
were  accordingly  dismissed  July  29, 1882,  that  appeals  from  such  dis- 
missal were  forwarded  from  the  local  office  on  August  14, 1882,  and  that 
the  same  "were  retained  in  your  office  by  informal  request  of  appel- 
lant's attorney." 

The  petitioners  claim  a  preference  right  under  section  2348  B.  S.,  to 
purchase  the  tracts  embraced  in  their  said  declaratory  statements. 

It  is  set  out  in  various  affidavits  (mostly  made  by  said  Negus)  and 
also  in  the  pending  petitions  that  the  petitioners  several  claims  were 
surveyed,  staked,  posted  with  notice  and  recorded  among  the  county 
records  during  the  spring  of  1881,  that  work  in  developing  said  claims 
was  then  done  by  men  employed  by  Negus,  that  in  such  work  there 
was  expended  on  Negus'  claim  $77,  on  Clark's  $44,  on  Hughes'  $250 
and  on  Joslyn's  over  $300,  that  such  work  was  begun  upon  the  Negus 
and  Clark  claims  on  March  21, 1881,  and  upon  the  Hughes  and  Joslyn 
claims  on  April  5,  and  May  25,  i8'31,  that  the  men  thus  employed  were 
driven  by  Jesse  Bell  with  threats  and  fire-arms  from  the  claims  of 
Negus  and  Clark  on  April  2,  1881,  and  in  like  manner  from  the  claims 
of  Hughes  and  Joslyn  by  William  Sutton  and  others  on  June  15, 
1881,  and  that  petitioners  have  since  b^en  prevented  from  working  said 
claims  by  reason  of  the  ^^  threats  and  interferences  "  of  said  Bell  and 
Sutton.  ' 

The  material  allegation  made  by  the  petitioners  is  to  the  effect  that 
they  had  each  acquired  a  preference  right  to  enter  the  tracts  included 
in  their  respective  filings  and  that  the  said  conflicting  cash  entries  upon 
which  the  patents  in  question  are  based  were  made  subject  to  such 
rights. 

Section  2347,  supra^  provides  that  a  duly  qualified  person  shall 
**  upon  applicat  on  to  the  register  of  the  proper  land  office  have  the 
right  to  enter  (in  the  manner  prescribed)  by  legal  subdivisions  any 
quantity  of  vacant  coal  lands  of  the  United  States  "  not  otherwise  ap- 
propriated or  reserved  by  competent  authority  not  exceeding  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  jvcros  to  such  individual  i>erson." 

Section  2348,  suprUj  provides  that  any  qualified  person  who  has 
opened  and  improved  or  shall  hereafter  "open  and  improve  any  coal 
mine  or  mines  upon  the  public  lands  and  shall  be  in  actual  possession 
of  the  same"  sliJ^U  be  "entitied  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  under 
the  preceding  section  of  the  mines  so  opened  and  improved." 

If,  therefore,  the  petitioners  had  acquired  and  were  in  possession 
of  such  preference  rights  of  entry  at  the  date  of  the  cash  entries  by  the 
patentees  it  would  seem  under  the  sections  cited  that  said  cash  entries 
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have  been  allowed  in  contravention  of  said  rights  and  that  the  patents 
based  thereon  (in  so  far  as  the^'  conflict  with  the  petitioners  claims) 
should  be  set  aside. 

But  proceedings  to  vacate  a  government  patent  will  not  be  advised 
by  this  Department  in  the  absence  of  a  sufficient  showing.  Thomas  J. 
Laney  (9  L.  D.,  83). 

Yonr  office  in  this  connection  found  that  the  petitioners  had  failed  to 
^^  make  out  so  strong  a  case  of  prior  right  as  to  warrant  the  government 
in  attacking  the  title"  conveyed  by  the  patents  in  question. 

In  this  conclusion  I  fully  concur. 

In  the  case  of  McDaniel  v.  Bell,  aupra^  involving  land  adjoining  that 
embraced  in  the  said  patent  to  Jesse  Bell,  the  Department  found  in  ef- 
fect that  one  William  Bell,  who  on  May  11, 1882,  applied  to  file  a  coal 
declaratory  statement  for  such  land  and  who,  by  direction  of  your  office, 
was  allowed  to  do  so  in  July  following,  had  made  such  application  and 
filing  in  the  interest  dnd  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  James  D.  Negus. 

Rule  9  of  the  Circular,  approved  July  31, 1882,  (1  L.  D.,  687),  pro- 
vides that  ''  One  person  can  have  the  benefit  of  one  entry  or  filing  only. 
He  is  disqualified  by  having  made  such  entry  or  filing  alone  or  as  a 
member  of  an  association."  This  rule  is  in  my  opinion  fully  sustained 
by  sections  2348, 2349  and  2350,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  said  application  by  William  Bell  for  the  benefit  of  Negus  having 
been  subsequently  allowed  and  having  been  made  prior  to  June  5, 1882, 
it  follows  that  on  the  latter  date  when  Negus  applied  to  file  as  stated, 
in  conflict  with  the  cash  entry.of  Jesse  Bell,  he  was  not  qualified  to  enter 
land  under  the  act  of  1873  supra  and  could  therefore  acquire  no  rights 
as  against  such  entry. 

Consequently  it  is  unnecessary  to  further  consider  the  said  petition 
of  Negus  and  Clark,  except  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  claim  of  the 
latter. 

It  is  set  out  in  said  petition  that  the  men  (employed  by  Negus)  who 
'<  had  been  working  and  representing  the  claim  of  Thomas  C.  Clark  as 
well  as  the  claim  of  James  D.  Negus''  from  March  19, 1881,  after  being 
driven  from  the  latter's  claim  by  Jesse  Bell  (^'  who  entered  the  mouth 
of  the  tunnel  made  and  worked  by  them,  and  drew  a  revolver  and 
pointed  it  at  them  and  notified  them  to  leave  the  claim  or  take  the  con- 
seqnelices)  on  April  2,  following,  resumed  work  the  same  day  on  the 
Clark  Claim  whence  they  were  driven"  in  like  manner  and  with  like 
threats  and  fire-arms  by' the  said  Jesse  Bell.  That  the  said  James  D. 
Negus  and  Thomas  C.  Clark  have  since  said  time  been  prevented  from 
resuming  work  on' their  respective  claims  by  reason  of  the  threats  and 
interferences  of  the  said  Jesse  Bell  and  others  acting  in  concert  with 
him,  who  made  threats  ^^  to  shoot  any  men  who  should  commence  work- 
ing thereon.'' 

By  the  circular  of  July  31,  1882,  supra^  section  18,  the  Department 
held  that  the  ^^  opening  apd  improving  of  a  coal  mine  in  order  to  con- 
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fer  a  x>reference  ri|]^ht  of  purchase  must  not  be  considered  as  a  mere 
matter  of  form  ;  the  labor  expended  and  improvements  made  mast  be 
such  as  to  clearly  indicate  the  good  faith  of  the  claimant." 

And  the  statute  (section  2348,  supra)  further  requires  the  applicant 
for  such  preference  right  to  be  in  actual  possession  of  the  land  at  the 
time  when  he  seeks  to  exercise  such  right. 

The  affidavit  of  Clark  contained  in  the  coal  declaratory  statement 
presented  as  stated  for  him  by  Negus,  made  in  New  York,  May  25* 
1882,  sets  ont  that  he  is  personally  unacquainted  w^ith  the  land,  that  he 
has  expended  from  March  19,  to  April  2,  1881,  $44  in  <^  tunnelling  and 
cross  catting." 

The  petition  of  Clark  and  Negus  sets  out  ^^  that  said  declaratory 
statement  showed  that  the  said  Clarke  had  expended  the  sum  of  $44 
in  working  and  developing  said  claim." 

For  n^ore  than  a  year  prior  to  his  application  to  tile  as  stated  in  Jane, 
1882,  the  tract  claimed  for  Clark  was  admittedly  neither  in  his  posses- 
sion nor  subject  to  his  control. 

His  meagre  and  vaguely  described  Improvement  of  the  land  could 
not  therefore  be  considered  were  it  not  for  the  general  allegation  in  the 
said  petition  to  the  effect  that  since  the  said  eviction  of  his  agents  in 
April,  1881,  he  has  been  kept  out  of  possession  of  his  claim  by  the 
threats  of  JcBse  Bell. 

The  petitioners  (Negus  and  Clark)  however,  make  no  specific  showing 
in  support  of  such  charge.  They  fail  to  set  out  when,  or  to  whom,  or 
how  often  the  said  threats  were  made,  or  to  describe  the  attendant  cir- 
cumstances, nor  do  they  allege  or  offer  to  prove  that  Jesse  Bell  or 
hose  with  him  had  acted  in  the  premises  for  the  benefit  of  John  Bell 
whose  patent  conflicts  with  the  claim  of  Clark.  Neither  does  it  ap- 
})ear  that  any  effort  has  been  made  by  or  for  Clark  to  regain  possession 
of  the  land. 

Conceding  therefore  that  Clark's  agents  were  as  alleged  forcibly  dis- 
possessed in  April,  1881,  the  showing  made  by  him  in  behalf  of  the  pres- 
ent petition  does  not  (under  the  circumstances)  in  my  opinion,  warrant 
the  belief  that  his  preference  right  to  which  he  alleged  the  cash  entry 
of  John  Bell  (made  in  April,  1882)  was  subject,  can  be  successfully 
maintained. 

The  petitions  of  Joslyn  and  Hughes  set  out  that  at  the  times  stated 
in  April  and  May,  1881,  the  men  employed  on  their  respective  claims 
were  driven  therefrom  by  William  Sutton,  an'd  "  four  other  armed  men 
acting  in  concert  with  him." 

The  affidavits  of  William  Bell  (apparently  the  same  party  who  had 
filed  as  aforesaid  for  Negns)  filed  with  said  petitions  set  out  that  Button 
had  then  claimed  the  said  tracts  for  the  Union  Pacific  K.  E.  Co.,  and 
that  (Sutton)  for  some  weeks  thereafter  had  kept  armed  men  on  said 
claims  to  drive  off*  the  petitioner's  employees.  The  petitioners,  how- 
ever,  neither  allege  or  offer  to  prove  that  the  conflicting  entries  of 
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Morseman  and  Bechel  were  made  in  the  interest  of  said  company  or 
tbat  Sutton  was  in  the  eui])loy  or  acting  at  the  instance  of  said  entry- 
men. 

The  petitioners  ( Joslyn  and  Haghes)  alleged  generally  tbat  since  the 
said  dispossession  of  their  agents,  they  have  been  kept  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  their  claim  by  the  threats  and  interferences  of  Sutton  and 
others,  bat  make  no  specific  showing  in  support  of  such  charge. 

The  matters  presented  by  the  petitions  last  mentioned  being  in  all 
material  respects  similar  to  those  presented  by  that  of  Clarke,  I  must  find 
for  the  reasons  heretofore  stated,  in  connection  with  the  latter,  that  the 
preference  rights  alleged  by  Joslyn  and  Hughes  have  not  been  suffi- 
ciently shown. 

The  claims  of  the  petitioners  are  based  upon  the  rights  they  may  have 
acquired  in  preference  to  those  of  the  patentees.  They  have  failed  to 
make  a  satisfactory  showing  of  such  rights.  Oonsequenily  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  absence  of  a  sufficient  showing  would  not  be  warranted  in 
recommending  suits  for  the  cancellation  of  the  patents  involved. 

The  pending  petitions  are  accordingly  denied. 

This  disposition  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  discuss 
the  matters  attending  the  issue  by  your  office  of  the  patents  referred  to 
or  such  other  matters  as  may  be  presented  by  the  record. 


calirornia  swamp  land-act  of  july  98,  1886. 

Allen  et  al.  v.  McCabe. 

The  title  to  land  segregated  and  sold  by  the  State  of  California  as  swawp  ))riortoi;ho 
act  of  July  23, 1866,  is  confirmed  to  said  State  by  the  second  clause  of  section  4  of 
said  act,  if  the  segregation  survey  conforms  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by 
the  United  States. 

The  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  in  the  matter  of 
approving  township  plats  constructed  by  the  United  States  surveyor  general 
showing  segregation  surveys  made  by  the  State  prior  to  said  act,  is  limited  to 
ascertaining  whether  said  surveys  conform  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by 
the  United  States,  and  if  so  found,  he  is  not  authorized  to  withhold  his  approval. 
Semble,  if  fraud  is  alleged  the  Commissioner  may  refuse  his  approval. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commisttioner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^  July  12, 

1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  State  of  California,  in  the  case  of 
said  State  ex  rcl.  J.  E.  Allen,  and  J.  E.  Eice,  v.  The  United  States  eo?  rel. 
W.  B.  McCabe,  from  the  decision  of  your  ofiQce  of  January  25, 1887, 
holding  for  rejection  the  claim  of  the  State  under  the  swamp  land  grant 
to  lots  2,  3  and  4,  of  section  28,  and  lot  1  and  the  NE.  i  of  the  N  W.  J 
of  section  33,  T.  14  N.,  E.  9  W.,  M.  D.  M.,  California. 

The  State  claims  under  the  act  of  September  28,  18£0  (9  Stat.,  519— 
section  2479,  Eevised  Statutes)  whereby  it  was  granteil  '^  the  whole  of 
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the  swamp  aud  overflowed  lauds,  made  unfit  thereby  for  cultivatiou  and 
remaining  unsold  on  or  after  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  September  A.  D. 
eighteen  hundred  and  fifty  "  and  under  the  act  of  July  23, 1866  (14  Stat, 
218)  to  quiet  land  titles  in  California. 

February  27, 1884,  the  relator  William  B.  McGabe  made  homestead 
entry  of  lot  1,  and  the  NB.  i  of  the  NW.  J,  of  section  33,  and  lots  2,  3 
and  4  of  section  28,  in  said  township. 

July  23, 1873,  the  receiver  of  the  land  office  at  San  Francisco  for- 
warded the  application  of  the  State  of  California  ex  rel.  Charles  Good- 
win, to  have  lots  4  and  5,  section  28,  and  lot  1  and  the  N£.  ^  of  the 
K W.  }  of  section  33,  T.  14  K,  B.  9  W.,  listed  as  swamp  and  overflowed 
land  under  the  act  of  July  23, 1866.  Accompanying  said  letter  was  the 
following  statement : 

No  adverse  claim.  It  appearing  that  the  State  sold  said  land  prior  to  July  23, 
1866~-to  wit,  in  1860— we  recommeud  that  the  same  be  listed  to  the  State. 

H.  £.  RoLUKS,  register, 
Ghas.  H.  Chamberlain,  receiver. 

With  the  letter  was  transmitted  a  certified  copy  of  survey  No.  18,  of 
the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  33,  and  the  south  fraction  of  the  SW. 
^  of  section  28,  containing  ninety-seven  acres,  made  March  14, 1860,  by 
T.  J.  De Woody,  county  surveyor  of  Napa  county,  in  accordance,  as  he 
state?,  with  the  act  of  the  legislature  approved  April  18^  1859,  and  the 
instructions  of  the  surveyor-general. 

This  is  the  land  J.  B.  Kice  bought  from  the  State  as  H.  A.  Higley, 
register  of  the  State  land  ofBce  certifies,  under  date  of  August  I860. 
The  certificate  states  that  upon  payment  of  the  amount  agreed  upon  and 
the  confirmation  of  the  State's  claim,  Bice  will  be  entitled  to  a  patent 
for  the  tracts  described.  The  amount  paid  by  Mr.  Bice  in  1860,  was 
twenty-seven  dollars  and  sixteen  cents,  being  twenty  per  cent  of  the 
purchase  money  and  the  first  year's  interest,  for  ninety-seven  acres  of 
swamp  and  overflowed  land.  In  each  of  the  years  1861, 1862  and  1863^ 
he  paid  $7.76  annual  interest;  in  1867  $23.28  being  interest  to  April  1, 
1868  and  on  May  12, 1868,  $77.60  being  payment  in  full,  was  made. 

September  15,  1862,  Bice,  for  value  received,  sold  all  of  his  interest  in 
said  lands  to  Charles  Goodwin. 

Survey  No.  19,  also  transmitted,  was  of  fractional  southeast  quarter  of 
section  28,  T.  14  N.,  B.  9  W.,  containing  eighty-five  and  a  half  acres 
and  was  made  March  13,  1860,  by  T.  J.  De  Woody,  county  surveyor  of 
Napa  county.  As  in  the  previous  case,  the  county  surveyor  certified 
to  the  correctness  of  the  survey.  This  is  the  land  James  E.  Allen  ap« 
plied  to  purchase  from  the  State,  and  for  which  he  made  the  fii'st  pay- 
ment in  1860,  as  H.  A.  Higley,  register  of  the  State  laud  office  certified 
under  date  of  August  1, 1860.  July  17, 1860,  Allen  paid  $23.94  for 
said  land,  being  twenty  per  cent,  of  the  purchase  money  with  interest 
for  the  first  year.  He  paid  the  annual  interest  of  $6.84  for  each  of  the 
years  1861  and  1862.    April  26, 1862,  he  assigned,  for  a  valuable  con* 
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sideration,  all  his  interest  in  said  tract  to  James  W.  Mciiaugh,  who 
paid  interest  of  $6.84  for  each  of  the  years  1863, 1864,  1870,  1871, 1872, 
and  on  December  3, 1868,  paid  $25.27  for  three  years  eight  months  and 
nine  days.  April  30, 1869,  for  valae  received,  McOaugh  assigned  all 
bis  interest  in  said  land  to  Charles  Goodwin. 

August  23, 1884,  the  United  States  surveyor-general  transmitted  a 
plat  of  said  township  14,  showing  the  amendments  made  to  the  map 
thereof  in  accordance  with  the  segregation  surveys  made  by  the  State 
of  California,  in  sections  28  and  33,  prior  to  July  23, 1866,  together 
with  the  list  of  lands  so  segregated.  This  list  embraces  lots  4  and  5 
containing  28.41  acres,  and  lots  1, 2  and  3,  containing  89.G3  acres,  in  sec- 
tion 28,  as  per  survey  18,  and  the  NB.  i  of  the  NW.  J  and  lot  1,  con- 
taining 79.63  acres  in  section  33,  as  per  survey  19,  the  whole  amounting 
to  197.90  acres. 

Upon  this  list  the  register  of  the  United  States  Land  Office  made  the 
following  annotation : 

Retnrned  by  United  States  snrveyor-generftl  as  upland  on  plat  filed  December  14, 
1869.    Homestead  entry  for  lot  4  by  William  B.  McCabe,  No.  5911,  February '27, 1884, 

The  above  remarks  apply  also  to  these  tracts  (N£.  i  of  NW.  i  and  lot  1  section  33) 
and  also  to  lots  2  and  3  of  these  tracts. 

October  22, 1884,  there  was  transmitted  the  protest  of  William  B. 
McGabe,  who  had  made  homestead  entry  of  lots  2,  3  and  4,  section 
28  and  lot  1  and  NB.  i  of  NW.  J  of  section  33,  T.  14  N.,  R.  9  W. 
against  the  application  of  the  State  of  California  to  have  said  land  cer- 
tified to  said  State  as  swamp  and  overflowed  land,  and  against  the  ap- 
proval of  any  segregation  or  survey  of  said  lands  or  any  portion  there- 
of as  swamp  lands  and  overflowed  land  or  otherwise.  As  grounds  of 
protest  he  alleged  that  no  portion  of  said  land  is,  or  ever  was,  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  the  act  granting  swamp  lands,  that  the  State 
had  never  selected  or  applied  for  any  portion  of  said  land  prior  to  the 
homestead  entry  of  said  McCabe ;  that  whatever  claim  said  State  may 
have  had  is  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time  and  its  own  laches,  and  that  the 
pretended  survey  of  said  lands  under  the  authoriiy  of  the  State  of  Cal- 
ifornia does  not  conform  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by  the  United 
States. 

By  your  office  letter  of  May  12, 1885,  you  ordered  a  hearing  under  the 
last  paragraph  of  section  4,  of  said  act  of  1866,  to  ascertain  the  actual 
character  of  said  tracts  September  28,  1850,  and  your  said  order  of  a 
hearing  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  statement  of  the  register  of  the 
local  office,  that  said  land  is  retnrned  as  ^'  upland^  by  the  United  States 
snrvey  of  1869. 

Upon  the  testimony  taken  at  this  hearing  the  surveyor  general  found 
that  said  land  was  swamp  or  overflowed  land  at  date  of  the  grant  and 
as  such  passed  to  the  State,  but  on  appeal  of  McCabe  for  the  United 
States,  your  office  by  the  decision  complained  of  reversed  said  decision 
and  held  the  claim  of  grantees  under  the  State  for  cancellation. 
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The  issues  raised  seem  to  bo  two;  first,  was  a  heariag  properly  or- 
dered, and  secoud^  if  so,  is  your  decision  sustained  by  the  evidence  f 

It  is  claimed  by  the  grantees  of  the  State  that  by  the  second  clause 
of  section  4,  of  the  act  of  18GG,  the  title  of  the  State  was  quieted  in  the 
grantees  under  the  facts  shown  in  the  record  and  that  no  hearing  could 
be  legally  had  and  no  inquiry  could  be  made  as  to  the  character  of  the 
land. 

The  appeal  of  the  State  is  based  substantially  upon  the  claim  that 
your  said  decision  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence  and  is  contrary  to 
law,  specifically  alleging  that  said  decision  is  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  23, 1866,  and  particularly  to  the  provis- 
ions of  the  second  clause  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  act. 

The  act  of  July  23, 1866  (14  Stats.,  218),  provides  in  said  section  four 
as  follows : — 

That  in  all  cases  where  towusliip  Burveys  bave  beeo,  or  shall  bereaftor  be,  mado 
nnder  authority  of  tbo  United  States,  and  the  plats  thereof  approved,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  certify  over  to  the  Stato  of 
California,  as  swamp  and  overflowed,  all  the  lands  represented  as  such  npon  sach 
approved  plats,  within  one  year  from  the  passage  of  this  act,  or  within  one  year  from 
the  return  and  approval  of  such  township  plats.  The  Commissioner  shall  direct  the 
United  States  surveyor  general  for  the  State  of  California,  to  examine  the  segrega- 
tion maps  and  surveys  of  the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  made  by  said  State ;  and 
when  he  shall  find  them  to  conform  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by  the  United 
States,  he  shall  construct  and  approve  township  ftlats  accordingly,  and  forward  to  the 
general  land  ofiice  for  approval ;  ProvAded,  That  in  segregating  large  bodies  of  land, 
notoriously  and  obviously  swamp  and  overflowed,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  subdi- 
vide the  same,  but  to  run  the  exterior  lines  of  such  body  of  laud. 

In  case  such  surveys  are  found  not  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  system  of  United 
States  surveys,  and  in  such  other  townships  as  no  survey  has  been  made  by  the  United 
States,  the  Commissioner  shall  direct  the  surveyor  general  to  make  segregation  sur- 
veys upon  application  to  said  surveyor  general  by  the  Governor  of  said  State,  within 
one  year  of  such  application,  of  all  the  swamp  and  overflowed  land  in  such  townships, 
and  to  report  the  same  to  the  general  land  office  representing  and  describing  what 
land  was  swamp  and  overflowed  under  the  grant,  according  to  the  best  evidence  ho 
can  obtain.  If  the  authorities  of  said  Stato  shall  claim  as  swamp  and  overflowed  any 
land  not  represented  as  such  upon  the  map  or  in  the  returns  of  the  surveyors,  the 
character  of  such  land  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  September  twenty-eight,  eighteen 
hundred  and  flfty,  and  the  right  to  the  same,  shall  be  determined  by  testimony,  to  be 
taken  before  the  surveyor  general,  who  shall  decide  the  same,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

The  legislature  of  the  State  of  California  enacted  several  laws,  begin- 
ning with  the  act  of  1855,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  segrega- 
ting the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  granted  to  the  State  by  the  act 
of  September  28, 1850  (9  Stats.,  610),  but  which  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  certify  the  same  to  the  State  under 
the  second  section  of  said  act  had  not  yet  become  available  for  purposes 
of  sale  or  reclamation.  The  act  of  said  legislature  under  which  the 
sales  of  the  land  in  controversy  were  made  by  the  State  was  an  act  ap- 
proved April  21,  1858,  (General  Laws  of  Cal.,  1850  to  1864,  page  502), 
which  provided  that  any  qualified  citizen  of  the  State  might  have  a 
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Begi*egation  surveyof  any  alleged  swaDipland  wliicb  be  desired  to  pur- 
chase, by  filing  the  affidavit  provided  for  by  section  two  of  said  act,  in 
the  office  of  the  surveyor  of  the  county  in  \rhich  the  land,  or  the  greater 
part  of  it,  might  be  sitaated. 

No  general  segregation  law  was  enacted  until  1861 
With  his  letter  of  August  23,  1884,  tlie  United  States  surveyor  gen- 
eral ti-ansmitted  a  plat  of  said  township  14,  showing  the  amendments 
made  to  the  map  thereof  in  accordance  with  the  segregation  surveys 
made  by  the  state  of  California  in  section  28  and  33  prior  to  July  23, 
186G.  The  lots  described  are  lots  J,  2,  3,  4  and  5,  section  28,  and  lot  1 
and  the  NE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  33'and  the  certificate  is  in  the 

words  following : 

U.  8.  Sdrvkyor  General^s  Office, 

San  Francisco^  Cah^  July2'<ij  1884. 
I  hereby  certify  tbat  the  above  is  a  correct  list  of  the  lauds  iu  township  14  north, 
rangu  9  west,  Mount  Diablo  base  and  uieridiau,  selected  and  segregated  as  swamp 
and  overflowed  lands  by  the  State  of  California  prior  to  July  23,  1866,  as  appears  by 
certiiied  copies  of  State  segregation  surveys  now  on  file  and  of  record  iu  this  office 
and  I  further  certify  that  the  said  surveys  conform  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted 
by  the  United  States. 

Attest. 

(SEAL.)  W.  H.  Brown, 

U,  S.  Surveyor  General,  IHst.  of  Cala, 

By  letter  of  November  14, 1887,  you  transmitted  a  diagram  of  the 
whole  of  said  township  14,  npon  which  was  the  following  endorsement: 

The  above  diagram  of  township  No.l4,  north,  range  No.  9,  west,  Mount  Diablo  me- 
ridian, showing  amendnionts  to  sections  28  and  33,  is  strictly  conformable  to  the  field 
notes  of  surveys  of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  in  said  sections,  by  T.  J.  Dewoody, 
coQuty  surveyor  for  Napa  county,  made  in  April  1860,  which  are  on  file  in  this  office. 
Said  surveys  have  been  examined  and  found  to  be  in  accordance  with  i  he  United 

States  Bvstem  of  surveys  and  are  hereby  approved. 

W.  H.  Browx, 

U,  S,  Surv.  Gen.  Cal. 
U.  8.  SuuvEYOR  General^s  Office, 

San  Francisoo,  California,  August  23,  1884. 

Upon  the  diagram  lots  1, 2,  3,  4,  and  5  of  section  28  and  lots  1  and 
the  NB.  i  of  the  NW.  \  of  section  63,  are  marked  "swamp  and  over- 
flowed lands."  In  your  said  letter  you  say :  "  Said  plat  has  not  been 
approved  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office." 

It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  McCabe  that  the  surveys  made  in 
1860,  were  illegal  and  void  and  were  not  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of 
the  State  or  with  the  system  of  survej^s  adopted  by  the  United  States. 
Tbej'  discuss  the  State  law  and  cite  decisions  of  the  sapreroe  court  of 
California  as  to  its  requirements.  Into  this  discussion  I  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  enter,  because  it  was  decided  by  Secretary  Delano,  De- 
cember 5,  1871  (IC.  L.  L.,  462),  adopting  the  opinionof  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General  Smith  (id.,  453),  that  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by  the 
United  States  meant  those  made  on  the  rectangular  system  as  contra- 
distinguished from  those  made  on  the  geodetic  system. 

The  survey  made  by  the  Sta>te  iu  18G0,  being  in  conformity  with  the 
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system  of  surveys  adopted  by  the  United  States  and  the  land  having: 
been  sold  prior  to  the  act  of  1866,  and  when  there  was  no  adverse  claim 
to  it,  the  State  having  made  application  for  the  same  in  dae  form  and  the 
surveyor  general  of  the  United  States  having  approved  and  conetracted 
a  township  accordingly  and  forwarded  the  same  to  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  for  approval,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the 
effect  of  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioner  to  approve  the  plat. 

In  the  case  of  Wright  and  Roseberry,  121  U.  S.,  where  there  was  no 
formal  approval  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  township  plat  the  court 
treated  its  official  use  as  approval  and  said,  (p.  517) : 

The  representation  of  the  lands  as  swamp  and  overflowed  on  the  approved  town- 
ship plat  would  be  conclasive  as  against  the  United  States  that  they  were  such  lands, 
if  they  had  not  been  patented  before  the  return  of  such  township  plat  to  the  Land 
Office.  The  act  of  Congress  intended  that  the  segregation  map  prepared^ by  onthor- 
ity  of  the  State,  and  filed  in  the  State  surveyor  genoraPs  office,  if  found  upon  exam- 
initionbythe  United  States  surveyor  generU  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  the 
public  surveys  of  the  general  government,  should  be  taken  as  evidence  that  th<^  lands 
designated  thereon  as  swamp  and  overflowed  were  such  in  fact  except  where  this 
would  interfere  with  the  previously  acquired  interests. 

This  language  does  not  determine  what  constitutes  the  <^  approved" 
plats  referred  to,  whether  the  approval  must  be  by  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral alone  or  by  both  the  surveyor  general  and  the  Commissioner. 

After  quoting  the  second  clause  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  act  of 
July  23, 1866,  Secretary  Schnrz  said  in  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific 
Railroad  v.  State  of  California  (4  C.  L.  O.,  150) : 

The  act  of  September  23,  1850,  granted  none  hue  swampy  or  overflowed  lands, 
whereas  the  State  had  segregated  bofh  dry  and  swampy  lands.  The  clause  above 
quoted  was  therefore  enacted  to  make  an  end  of  controversy  by  confirming  to  the 
State  those  lands  which  she  had  segregated  in  accoitlance  with  the  system  of  surveys 
adopted  by  the  general  government.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  clause  confirms 
absolutely  to  the  State  all  lands  not  in  a  state  of  reservation  which  had  been  segre- 
gated by  her  prior  to  July  23, 1866,  if  the  State  surveys  were  made  on  the  rectangular 
system  whether  (he  lands  had  been  surveyed  by  the  United  Stafces  or  not,  or  whether 
they  were  swampy  or  dry  lands,  provided  no  valid  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim 
or  other  right  had  been  acquired  by  any  settler  as  provided  in  the  first  section  of  the 
act. 

The  land  in  controversy  having  been  actually  segregated  in  1860,  by 
a  survey  made  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California,  and  having 
been  sold  by  said  State  at  that  time,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  comes 
witliin  the  second  clause  of  section  4,  of  said  act  of  July  23, 1866,  and 
that  if  such  segregation  survey  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  rect- 
angular system  the  title  to  the  land  was  absolutely  quieted  to  the  State 
by  said  act. 

In  section  11,  of  the  said  act  of  April  21, 1858,  of  the  legislature  of 
California,  it  was  provided  that, — 

All  surveys  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  be  made  according  to  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  surveyor-general,  and  shall  be  made  to  conform  to  the  s*irvoysof  the  pub- 
lic land  by  the  general  government,  except  that  the  lands  held  by  actual  settlors 
shall  be  surveyed  after  what  is  known  as  the  geodetic  method  and  such  geodetic  snr- 
veys  shall  be  made  to  conform  to  the  lines  and  boundaries  established  by  such  settlers. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS.  43 

I  am  of  the  opinioii  that  the  supervision  of  the  Oommissioner  for  the 
pnrpose  of  approving  the  township  plats  constructed  by  the  United  States 
surveyor  general  of  California  showing  such  segregation  sarveys  made 
nnder  the  law  of  the  State  prior  to  Jaly  23, 1866,  extends  only  to  ascer- 
taining whether  said  segregation  snrveys  were  made  in  accordance  with 
the  system  of  United  States  sarveys,  and  if  they  are  found  to  have  been 
so  surveyed  then  the  approval  of  the  township  plats  follows  as  a  matter 
of  course;  but  unless  it  appears  that  some  other  system  was  used,  the 
Commissioner  can  not  refuse  his  approval,  except  perhaps  in  cases 
where  fraud  may  be  alleged. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  counsel  for  homestead  claimants  alleged  that  said 
surveys  were  not  made  in  the  method  adopted  by  the  general  govern- 
ment, but  their  specifications  only  allege  certain  informalities  in  the 
affidavits  npon  which  the  surveys  were  b<ised. 

I  therefore  find  that  the  segregation  surveys  of  1860  under  which 
apiiellants  claim,  do  conform  to  the  system  of  surveys  adopted  by  the 
United  States,  as  certified  by  the  United  States  surveyor  general  for 
California,  and  should  be  approved  by  your  office,  and  that  the  hearing 
before  the  said  surveyor  general  to  determine  the  character  of  the  land 
was  improperly  allowed. 

Your  said  decision  is  accordingly  reversed  and  said  land  may  be  cer- 
tified to  the  State. 


TIMBER  CTTLTtTRE  ENTRY— BREAKING. 

Lamson  V.  Burton. 

The  eatryman  may  take  advantage  of  breakiug  done  on  tlio  land  by  a  previous  oc- 

cnpant. 

Firsl  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  July  12,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  George  W.  Burton  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  dated  December  28, 1886,  in  the  case  of  Francis  O.  La  m- 
son  V.  GeorgcW.  Burton,  holdtug  for  cancellation  the  latter's  timber 
culture  entry  for  the  SB.  i  Sec.  3,  T.  3  N.,  R.  19  W.,  Bloomington  land 
district,  Nebraska. 

August  14, 1884,  Burton  made  entry  for  said  tract  and  on  September 
16, 1885,  Lamson  initiated  a  contest  against  the  same  alleging  <<  that  the 
said  George  W.  Burton  has  failed  to  plow  or  break  five  acres  since  date 
of  entry  to  present  time." 

Hearing  was  ordered  and  had.  The  register  and  receiver  from  the 
evidence  submitted  them  found  in  favor  of  claimant,  and  dismissed  the 
contest    . 
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Gontestaut  appealed  and  you  reversed  the  findiug  of  the  register  and 
receiver  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  wbereai>ou  claimant  ap- 
pealed to  this  office. 

The  testimony  offered  at  the  hearing  shows  that  prior  to  the  year 
1879,  at  least  eleven  acres  were  broken  on  the  north  side  of  the  tract  in 
dispute,  and  that  said  breaking  wa«  cultivated  and  cropped  to  wheat  in 
the  season  of  1879,  and  that  each  year  thereafter  the  said  eleven  acres 
were  cultivated,  and  in  May,  1884,  the  same  were  planted  to  trees,  and 
at  the  date  of  claimant's  entry  there  were  from  thirty  to  forty  additional 
acres  of  breaking  on  said  quarter  section.  While  the  testimony  in  this 
case  clearly  shows  that  the  claimant  failed  to  break  or  plow  five  acres 
during  the  first  year  after  his  entry,  yet,  it  is  sufficiently  shown  that 
during  said  period  he  had  known  that  there  was  at  least  ten  acres  of 
said  land  in  a  good  state  of  cultivation,  mellow  and  friable,  and  that 
its  condition  for  cropping  or  tree  planting  during  the  second  and  third 
years,  was  far  better  than  any  prairie  land  which  he  might  break  or 
backset  during  the  first  or  second  year. 

In  the  case  of  McKenzie  v.  Killgore  (10  L.  D.,  323),  it  was  held  that 
an  entryman  may  take  advantage  of  breaking  done  upon  the  land  at 
date  of  his  entry,  but  that  the  length  of  time  between  such  former  work 
and  work  done  by  the  entryman  should  be  considered  as  important  in 
determining  whether  or  not  the  entryman  should  have  credit  for  such 
former  breaking  or  plowing. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  evidence  of  both  parties  shows  that  nearly  all 
of  the  trees  planted  in  1884,  wilted  and  died  and  that  on  September  :'0, 
1885  (thirteen  months  and  six  days  after  entry)  claimant  replowed  a 
portion  of  said  tree  plat,  and  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  the  whole 
thereof  had  been  replowed  and  five  acres  sowed  to  winter  rye,  and  that 
said  eleven  acres  were  then  in  a  good  state  of  cnltivation. 

In  deciding  the  case  of  Burgess  v,  Hogaboom  (10  L.  D.,  470),  it  is 
held  that  ^^  The  timber  culture  law  is  not  run  in  a  cast-iron  mould,  and 
must  be  construed  in  the  light  of  reason"  and  as  its  object  is  to  en- 
courage the  growth  of  forest  trees  on  prairie  lands,  and  requires  that 
land  selected  for  such  purpose  should  be  subdued  and  made  mellow  be- 
fore the  tree  seeds,  trees  or  cuttings  are  planted,  and  as  I  find  that  such 
condition  was  attained  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  as  your  office  did  not 
find  any  evidence  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  claimaut,  and  as  I  think 
the  former  plowing  was  so  utilized  by  him  that  it  inured  to  the  benefit 
of  the  land,  he  should  have  credit  therefor. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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PREEMPTION— SECOND  FILING. 

HOMEB  G.  Stebbins. 

A  secood  iiling  will  Dot  be  allowed  on  the  ground  that  the  land  incladed  in  the  Arst 
18  not  habitablei  unless  it  is  clearly  shown  that  the  settler,  in  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary diligence^  was  unable  to  discover  the  true  character  of  said  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  July  12, 1890. 

The  appeal  from  yoar  office  decision  in  the  above  case  is  before  me, 
and  the  record  shows  the  following  facts : 

The  claimant,  Homer  0.  Stebbins,  on  April  15, 188G,  filed  declaratory 
statement  No.  6660  for  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  27  N.,  E.  48  W.,  Valen- 
tine, Nebraska,  alleging  settlement  April  13tb,  same  year. 

March  25, 1887,  George  Sutton  filed  declaratory  statement  for  same 
land,  which  was  relinqnished  and  canceled  August  27, 1887,  and  on  the 
same  day  Gilbert  J.  Wilkerson  made  homestead  entry  therefor. 

Stebbins,  on  April  24, 1886,  filed  his  second  declaratory  statement 
No.  6832  for  the  N  W.  |  of  Sec.  2,  Tp.  25  N.,  R.  48  W.,  alleging  settle- 
ment April  20th  of  the  same  year.  On  October  13, 1888,  he  made  ap- 
plication to  the  local  office  to  be  allowed  to  amend  his  first  filing,  so  as 
to  take  the  land  described  in  his  second  filing  in  lieu  of  that  embraced 
in  his  first,  alleging  in  his  affidavit,  which  was  partially  corroborated, 
that  at  the  time  of  examining  the  laud  embraced  in  his  first  filing  he 
had  ''met  with  an  accident  by  the  burstiug  of  a  gun,  which  injured  his 
eyes,  and  going  home  made  said  filing  at  land  office  in  Valentine." 
That  after  getting  relief,  fearing  ''  he  had  deceived  himself,"  he  went 
back  to  the  tract,  and  found  that  the  land  consisted  of  canons  and 
gravel  hills,  and  was  unfit  for  a  farm.  Thereupon  he  made  his  second 
declaratory  statement,  embracing  the  land  last  above  described,  moved 
on  to  it  in  June,  1886,  and  has  lived  there  ever  since,  improviug  it  by 
a  house,  out-houses,  cellar  and  well,  and  by  the  cultivation  of  fruits 
and  vegetables,  and  now  asks  that  he  may  be  permitted  to  retain  it, 
and  to  that  end  prays  that  the  amendment  be  allowed. 

On  this  showing  you  refused  the  amendment,  and  now  hold  claim- 
ant's second  filing  for  cancellation.  From  this  decision  he  has  appealed 
to  this  Department. 

'■  The  provisions  in  relation  to  change  or  correction  of  entries  are  em- 
braced in  sections  2369,  2370,  2371  and  2372  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Section  2369  provides  for  change  of  entry  where  mistake  has  been 
made  through  the  fault  of  the  government  officers,  or  error  in  the  pub- 
lic records. 

Section  2370  extends  this  provision  to  cases  where  patents  have  is- 
sued or  may  hereafter  issue. 

Section  2371  makes  the  same  provision  applicable  to  errors  in  the 
location  of  land  warrants,  while  section  2372  provides  for  the  correction 
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of  mistakes  made  by  the  entryman  himself  in  the  true  nambers  of  the 
tract  intended  to  be  entered. 

These  are  all  the  statutory  provisions  in  relation  to  change  or  oor- 
rection  of  entries,  and  the  statute  nowhere  provides  for  an  amendment 
of  entry.  The  Oommissioner,  however,  with  the  approval  of  this  de- 
partment, has  from  time  to  time,  in  the  interest  of  justice  and  equity, 
allowed  changes  and  corrections  to  be  made  by  amendment,  where  en- 
try^ of  a  tract  of  laud  not  intended  to  be  entered  has  been  made  through 
a  mistake  of  the  trae  numbers,  where  no  intervening  rights  are  dis- 
turbed, and  where  the  mistake  was  through  no  fault  or  negligence  of 
the  entryman.  Changes  of  entry  or  second  entries  have  also  been 
allowed  where  after  entry  it  has  been  discovered  that  the  land  is  ^'  not 
habitable  and  the  reasons  therefor  were  not  discoverable  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  diligence  at  the  time  of  making  the  entry,  (Edward 
G.  Davis,  8  L.  D.,  507.)  In  this  case  Davis  entered  and  improved  a 
quarter  section  in  Nebraska,  had  bniit  a  frame  house,  planted  fruit  and 
shade  trees,  and  had  dug  a  well  and  discovered  that  the  water  obtained 
from  it  was  poisonous  and  could  not  be  used  by  man  or  beast,  and  that 
no  other  kind  of  water  could  be  obtained  on  his  claim.  This  Depart- 
ment found  that  ^^by  his  expenditure  upon  the  land  embraced  in  his 
original  entry  and  by  his  efforts  to  establish  a  home  there,  the  claim- 
ant had  sufficiently  shown  his  go  od  faith  in  making  his  first  entry." 
The  entryman  was  allowed  to  make  a  second  entry,  on  filing  a  formal 
relinquishment  of  the  former,  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  that  he  had 
not  received  money  or  other  consideration  or  promise  of  consideration 
for  abandoning  his  first  entry. 

Other  cases  could  be  cited  where  a  second  filing  has  been  allowed  on 
discovering  that  the  laud  embraced  in  the  first  entry  was  not  habitable, 
butiu  all  these  cases  the  applicant  was  required  to  show  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Commissioner,  not  only  that  the  land  was  unfit  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  entered,  but  also  that  such  defect  was  not 
discoverable  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence* 

Now,  in  the  case  under  consideration  there  is  no  pretense  that  there 
was  any  mistake  in  the  numbers  of  the  first  entry,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  applicant  filed  on  land  different  from  that  which  he  intended  to 
enter;  therefore  his  application  does  not  come  within  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  statute  allowing  a  change  of  entry  (Sec.  2372  E.  S.). 

Does  it  then  come  within  the  cases  recognized  by  the  practice  of  this 
Department  as  entitling  applicants  to  a  change  of  entry  or  second 
filing  t  That  is  to  say,  does  appellant's  application  disclose  that  the 
land  embraced  in  his  first  filing  is  not  habiUible  or  fit  for  farming,  and 
also  that  this  fact  was  not  discoverable  by  the  use  of  ordinary  dili- 
gence f 

As  to  the  first  inquiry,  the  record  shows  that  the  untillable  charao. 
ter  of  the  laud  is  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  appellant  alone,  and  while 
his  application  is  accompanied  by  the  corroborative  affidavit  of  one  Her- 
bert M.  Anderson,  said  Anderson  in  no  manner  corroborates  the  affi- 
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davit  of  appellant  as  to  the  bad  quality  of  the  land.  In  fact,  it  would 
appear  that  said  Anderson  is  entirely  anacqaainted  with  the  character 
of  thei'  land,  or,  being  acquainted,  is  unwilling  to  make  affidavit  as  to 
its  nntillable  character. 

Further,  it  appears  from  the  records  that  within  a  year  from  the  date  of 
appellant's  first  filing,  Oeorge  Sutton  filed  (and  presumably  with  his 
eyes  open  and  nnimpaired)  on  the  same  tract,  and  later,  in  August, 
1887,  Gilbert  J.  Wilkerson  made  a  homestead  entry  therefor,  and  for 
aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary  is  now  converting  the  <*  canons  and 
gravel  hills"  into  a  home  for. his  family. 

But  conceding  tl  Jit  appellant's  affidavit  truthfully  describes  the  land, 
and  that  the  same  is  not  habitable,  or,  as  his  affidavits  states,  is  '^  unfit 
for  a  farm,"  did  appellant  before  filing  exercise  ordinary  diligence  to 
ascertain,  the  quality  of  the  land,  or  such  diligence  as,  under  the  prac- 
tice of  this  Department,  would  entitle  him  to  a  second  entry  t 

The  evidence  as  to  his  diligence  consists  of  his  own  affidavit  alone, 
and  is  as  follows : — 

Homer  C.  Stcbbins,  beiug  daly  sworu,  dcpoflesand  says  that  he  made  a  preemption 
D.  S.  upon  S£.  i  Sec.  20,  Tp.  27,  R.  48,  Nebraska,  and  at  the  time  met  with  an  acoi- 
dent  by  the  bursting  of  a  gun,  which  injnred  his  eyes,  and  going  home  made  said 
filing  at  land  office  in  Valentine.  His  eyes  wero  injured  by  pow  d.  After  filing 
said  D.  S.  and  getting  relief  to  his  eyes,  he  returned  to  the  tract  of  land  fearing  that 
in  his  excitement  and  injury  he  might  have  deoeived  himself  in  the  same.  After 
arriving  at  said  tract  he  found  that  the  same  embraced  canons  and  gravel  hills  that 
made  it  unfit  for  a  farm  and  he  selected  the  NW.  i,  etc. 

From  this  affidavit  it  does  not  satisfactorily  appear  at  what  time  in 
the  proceedings  he  received  the  injury  which  impaired  his  eyesight. 
In  the  first  part  of  his  affidavit  he  says  he  met  with  the  accident  at  the 
time  of  filing  his  declaratory  statement,  farther  on  he  intimates  that  on 
receiving  the  injury  he  went  home  and  filed  on  the  tract  But  grant- 
ing that  his  injury  was  received  while  he  was  examining  the  land,  or 
before  he  began  the  examination,  the  fact  still  remains  that  he  was  so 
far  satisfied  with  his  examination  as  to  <<  go  home  and  file  his  declara- 
tory statement."  If  he  did  examine  the  land  before  filing,  then  he  is 
certainly  not  entitled  to  relief.  If  he  did  not  examine  it,  whether  by 
reason  of  his  injury  or  otherwise,  then  he  must  have  filed  haphazard, 
and  is  now  asking  this  Department  to  cure  his  own  laches. 

To  sustain  appellant's  second  entry,  under  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
record  in  this  case,  would  be  to  establish  a  most  dangerous  precedent, 
invite  perjury  and  open  the  doors  of  this  Department  to  applicants  for 
change  of  entry  on  the  most  frivolous  pretexts. 

As  claimant  has  never  received  any  benefit  from  his  first  filing,  and 
as  the  evidence  shows  that  he  has  expended  a  considerable  sum  of 
money  in  improving  the  claim  last  pre-empted,  he  will  be  allowed  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  the  same  land,  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
notice  of  the  cancellation  of  his  pre-emption  filing,  No.  6832,  if  qualified 
to  make  entry  under  said  law. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  modified. 
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PRACTICE— APPEAL-NOTICE. 

Hannon  V.  Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co. 

In  nil  coses  where  au  ap]>eal  is  held  defective  by  the  General  Land  OdSce,  (he  pajiers 
in  the  case,  together  with  the  appeal,  should  be  transmitted  to  the  Department , 
and  the  letter  of  transmittal  should  specifically  design  ate.  wherein  tbe  appeal  is 
defective. 

An  appeal  will  be  dismissed  if  there  is  no  proof  that  a  copy  of  the  appeal  and  specifi- 
cations of  error  was  served  on  the  opposite  pai'ty. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  O^ce^  July  12, 

1890. 

By  letter  of  April  7,  18P0,  you  transmitted  papers  in  the  case  of  Will- 
iam Bauuon  v.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.,  involving  the  N  W.  ^,  Sec. 
17,  T.  20  N.,  E.  3  E.,  Seattle,  Washington,  land  district. 

It  seems  that  on  February  1,  1880,  Hannon  applied  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  said  land  which  application  was,  hy  the  local  officers, 
refused  because  of  conflict  with  the  grant  to  said  railroad  company. 
From  that  decision  Hannon  appealed  to  your  office  saying,  "  and  for 
grounds  of  appeal  and  reversal  relies  upon  the  decision  of  the  Honorable 
Commissioner  in  the  analogous  case  of  Donald  McEae  v.  The  Northern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company  m  ade  on  or  about  January  12, 1880,  and  upon 
the  doctrines  and  principles  therein  stated.''  Your  office,  on  December 
23, 1887,  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  stating  that  the  decis- 
ion of  your  office  in  the  McEae  case  had,  on  Sei)tember  30, 1887,  been 
reversed  by  this  Department.  (For  case  of  McEae  v.  Northern  Pacific 
E.  E.  Co.,  see  0  L.  D.,  400.) 

It  seems  that  Hannon  filed  an  appeal  from  that  decision  and  that  on 
October  24, 1888,  your  office  returned  said  appeal  together  with  those 
in  the  cases  of  Charles  E.  Corey,  Jay  A.  Carson  and  John  Arthur,  to  the 
local  office  "  in  order  that  said  parties  might  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  Eule  93,  of  the  Eules  of  Practice''.  No  further  steps  seem  to 
have  been  taken  in  this  matter  until  January  29, 1890,  when  you  called 
upon  the  local  officers  for  a  rep  ort.  Those  officers  under  date  of  March 
21, 1890,  reported  that  the  parti  es  were  notified  on  Februarj- 13, 1890, 
through  personal  service  on  fheir  attorney,  of  your  requirements  and 
that  no  action  had  been  taken.  You  did  not  transmit  to  this  Depart- 
ment the  appeal  that  had  been  filed  and  I  am  not  advised  of  the 
grounds  relied  upon  in  such  appeal.  In  all  cases  where  the  appeal  is 
for  any  reason  considered  defective  by  your  office,  all  the  papers  in  the 
case  and  especially  the  appeal  itself,  should  bo  transmitted  and  the  letter 
of  transmittal  should  specifically  designate  wherein  such  appeal  is  de- 
fective. 

It  is  clearly  shown  in  this  case,  however,  by  the  papers  before  me 
that  Hannon  has  not  complied  with  the  rules  of  practice  in  that  he  has 
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failed  to  file  any  proof  of  service  of  a  copy  of  bis  appeal  and  specifica- 
tions of  cirorou  tbe  opposite  party,  and  his  said  appeal  is,  for  that  rea- 
son, hereby  dismissed. 


PRACTICE- APPEAL-KAILROAD  GRANT-SCHOOL  SELECTION. 

Call  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  \X.  Co. 

An  appeal  will  not  be  diHinlsaed  on  the  ground  that  a  copy  thereof  was  not  served 
npon  the  opposite  party  in  time,  if  the  record  fails  to  show  when  notice  of  the 
decision  was  served  upon  tho  appellant. 

A  prima  facie  valid  school  selection  of  record  wheu  tho  grant  to  this  company  became 
effective  excei)t8  the  laud  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant ;  and 
the  subsequent  cancellation  of  tho  selection  will  not  affect  the  status  of  the  land 
under  the  grant. 

The  case  of  Childs  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  cited  ^d  followed. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  16, 

1890. 

On  May  15, 1888,  Joseph  H.  Call  made  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  the  N.  i,  SB.  J,  and  E.  i,  NE.  J  of  section  9,  T.  6  8.,  R.  2  W., 
Los  Angeles  land  district,  California. 

The  local  officers  rejected  the  application  ^'  as  being  in  conflict  with 
primary  grant  to  Soathern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co."  Call  appealed  to  your 
office.  By  your  office  decision  of  July  2,  1888,  you  affirmed  the  action 
of  the  local  officers  regarding  the  N.  ^,  of  SE.  ^,  and  allowed  the  entry 
of  the  applicant  as  to  the  E.  },  NE.  ^. 

From  this  decision  both  parties  appealed.  The  attorney  of  the  appli- 
cant moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  the  railroad  company,  because  not 
taken  within  the  time  required  by  the  rules  of  practice.  The  notice  of 
appeal  is  required  to  be  filed  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  service 
of  the  notice  of  the  decision  and  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  appeal  must  be 
served  on  tbe  opposite  party  within  the  time  allowed  for  filing  the 
same.  See  Rules  86  and  93  of  the  Rules  of  Practice.  The  appeal  was 
filed  August  31,  1888  ]  the  same  was  therefore  taken  in  time.  Whether 
notice  of  it  was  served  upon  the  opposite  party  within  the  time  required 
can  not  be  ascertained,  since  the  records  and  files  in  the  case  fail  to 
disclose  the  time  that  notice  of  your  office  decision  was  served  upon  the 
company.    The  motion  is  denied. 

The  records  of  vour  office  show  that  the  whole  of  the  said  land  lies 
within  the  twenty  mile  or  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company 
mac  e  March  3, 1871  (10  Stat,  579),  to  aid  in  the  c  onstruction  of  its 
branch  line  of  road  as  shown  by  the  map  of  designated  route  thereof 
filed  in  your  office  July  24,  1876. 

The  records  of  your  office  further  show  that  the  E.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  of 
said  section  9  was  selected  by  the  State  of  California  as  indemnity  school 
land  April  14,  1870,  and  that  such  selection  was  canceled  January  31, 
2497— VOL  11 4 
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^^^  ft'  ^^  ^»eeii  made  for  the  land 
^^  ^^  ^""^^^y^^^iJ^^  claimed  by  the  company 

'^*   S4*  "^^''^J'^'^*^    ad  '^*^  ^^  \^ii^  applied   for  was  ex- 

inaiic  '"'l^^^'^j^'^.^^^  grant  by  reason  of  having 

ID  "/Ji-i  '^!'fCrf"^^per*^''^^  \erioT  boundaries  of  the  ranchos  San  Ja- 

'  '^//J»^'  f^iti*'^  ^^tbed^te  when  said  grant  became  effective. 

^//'^'''!'^j^  ^''^^^^^sastained.    The  question  has  been  decided  in 

^  ^^  S^  "^"cbilds  v.  Southern  Paciflc  R.  K.  Co.  (9  L.  D.,  471), 

^^i  c^  ^^^0  review  (10  L.  D.,  630)  upon  facts  similar  to  those 

^iUso^*"^^  BO  far  as  the  NW.  |  SE.  |  is  concerned  and  in  ac- 

^iie  cB^  *f  (lie  opinion  specified  in  the  case  cited,  the  api)eal  of  Call 

innst  oe    ^^^  appeal  of  the  railroad  bo  sustained.    The  E.  \  of  the  KE. 
^^^'  ^9  ^^  excepted  from  said  grant,  because  of  the  indemnity 
i  ^^/gelection  by  the  State  which  was  made  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
7road  grant,  and  remained  intact  until  long  after  said  grant  became 
'ifective.    A  prima  facie  valid  school  selection  existing  when  the  grant 
took  effect,  excepts  the  land  embraced  ther  ein  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant,  and  the  subsequent  discovery  of  the  invalidity  of  the  selec- 
tion will  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  company's  claim.    Southern  Pa- 
oific  B.  E.  Co.  V.  The  State  of  California,  4  L.  D.,  437.    It  cannot  be 
gaid^that  the  said  eighty  acres  were  free  from  a  claim  or  right  in  the 
terms  of  the  act  granting  the  land,  while  the  State  laid  claim  to  it  un- 
der an  indemnity  school  selection,  which  was  of  record;  and  if  it  was 
not  free  from  a  claim  or  right  the  grant  did.  not  attach.    The  vahdity 
or  lawfulness  of  the  claim  is  not  material.    Northern  Pacific  E.  B.  Co.  v. 
Bowman  (7  L.  D.,  238);  Northern  Paciflc  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Wiley  (idem.,  354)  j 
Laity  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (8  L.  D.,  378). 
Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


BAILBOAB  GRANT— INDIAN  OCCUPANT. 
SPIOEB  ET  AL.  V.  NOETHBRN  PACIFIC  B.   B.  CO. 

(On  Beview.) 

The  occupancy  of  un  Indiau,  who  has  uot  abaadoned  the  tribal  relation,  existing  at 
date  of  definite  location,  will  not  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  o/  the  General  Land  Office,  July  17, 

1890. 

I  have  considered  the  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision 
rendered  April  12, 1890,  in  the  case  of  B.  E.  Spicer,  et  al.  v.  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (10  L.  D.,  440),  involving  the  NE  |  of  Sec 
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19,  T.  25  N.y  B.  43  E.,  Spokane  Falls,  WanhingtOD,  filed  by  said  com- 
pany on  April  25,  same  year,  and  also  the  application  of  James  K. 
Glover,  etaL  intervenors,  who  claim  property  within  said  qaarter  section 
through  title  derived  through  said  company.  The  record  upon  which 
said  departmental  decision  was  rendered  shows  that  on  September  4, 
1889,  there  ^as  filed  in  the  local  land  office  a  certain  application,  sworn 
to  by  B.  E.  Spicer,  J.  M.  Hooker,  and  J.  S.  Bean,  and  signed  by  numer- 
ous other  persons,  claiming  to  be  residents  on  said  tract,  in  which  it  was 
set  forth  that  at  the  time  of  the  withdrawal  of  said  tract  for  the  benefit 
of  said  company,  on  February  21, 1872,  and  at  the  time  of  the  definite 
location  of  said  road  through  said  land,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1880, 
and  for  many  years  prior  thereto,  from  1868  up  to  1883,  said  land 
was  Indian  land  and  during  all  said  time  was  occupied,  possessed,  culti- 
vated and  improved  by  an  Indian  named  Enoch  ]  that  because  of  said 
Indian's  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  land  as  aforesaid,  the  same 
did  not  pass  to  the  company  under  its  grant,  and  that  said  Indian  aban- 
doned said  claim  in  the  year  1883,  whereupon  said  tract  became  a  part  of 
the  public  domain  and  subject  to  entry  under  the  townsite  laws;  that 
said  applicants  are  residents  on  said  tract,  and  that  since  the  year  1883  a 
large  number  of  persons  have  settled  upon  said  tract,  built  business 
houses  and  dwellings,  and  at  the  date  of  said  petition  had  established 
a  town  thereon  of  more  than  five  hundred  inhabitants;  that  since  No- 
vember 28, 1883,  said  tract  had  been  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Spokane  Falls,  but  the  municipal  authorities  have  neglected  to 
have  the  same  surveyed  and  platted  or  to  cause  it  to  be  entered  as  a 
townsite,  and  that  said  petitioners  therefore  ask  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  cause  said  tract  to  be  surveyed  as  a  townsite  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  if  it  be  deemed  necessary  a  hearing 
should  be  ordered  to  ascertain  whether  the  tract  is  public  land  or  inured 
to  the  railroad  company  by  virtue  of  its  grant. 

A  supplemental  petition,  signed  and  sworn  to  by  said  B.  E.  Spicer, 
J.  M.  Hooker,  and  William  Nonamaker,  acting  for  the  original  petition- 
ers, was  transmitted  to  this  Department  by  one  L.  B.  Prather,  attorney 
for  the  parties,  on  September  21,  1889,  in  which  the  matters  contained 
in  the  original  petition  were  substantially  repeated  and  it  was  stated 
that  said  company  was  about  to  take  steps  to  remove  the  settlers  from 
the  tract  and  to  take  forcible  possession  thereof,  and  for  this  reason 
immediate  action  by  the  Department  was  urged.  In  addition  to  the 
foregoing,  the  record  contained  the  affidavit  of  said  Indian  by  the  name 
of  "  Enoch  Silliquowjra "  or  Louis  Enoch,  filed  in  the  local  office  in 
July,  1888,  which  alleged  in  substance  that  about  twenty-five  years 
prior  thereto  the  affiant  settled  on  the  NBJ  and  SE J  of  sec.  19,  T.  25  N., 
B.  43  E.,  in  Spokane  county,  Washington  Territory ;  -'  that  he  improved 
and  cultivated  the  said  land,  and  he  constantly  lived  upon  and  occupied 
the  same  as  his  home  with  the  purpose  and  bona  fide  design  of  procuring 
title  for  himself  as  a  homestead  thereto  from  the  United  States  when  title 
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1871.  No  other  filing  or  entry  appears  to  have  been  made  for  the  land 
in  qaestion  and  on  May  25, 1883,  the  same  was  claimed  by  the  company 
under  j|s  grant. 

On  the  part  of  ball  it  is  claimed  that  the  land  applied  for  was  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  the  railroad  grant  by  reason  of  having 
been  embraced  within  the  exterior  boandaries  of  the  ranchos  San  Ja- 
cinto Yiejo  and  !Nuevo  at  the  date  when  said  grant  became  effective. 

This  claim  cannot  be  sustained.  The  question  has  been  decided  in 
the  recent  case  of  Ghilds  v.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  (9  L.  D.,  471)^ 
see  also  same  case  on  review  (10  L.  D.,  630)  upon  facts  similar  to  those 
in  the  case  at  bar,  so  far  as  the  NW.  i  SE.  ^  is  concerned  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  opinion  specified  in  the  case  cited,  the  api>eal  of  Gall 
must  be  overruled. 

Kor  can  the  appeal  of  the  railroad  bo  sustained.  The  £.  i  of  the  NE. 
i  section  9,  was  excepted  from  said  grant,  because  of  the  indemnity 
school  selection  by  the  State  which  was  made  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
railroad  grant,  and  remained  intact  until  long  after  said  grant  became 
effective.  A  primal  facie  valid  school  selection  existing  when  the  grant 
took  effect,  excepts  the  land  embraced  ther  ein  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant,  and  the  subsequent  discovery  of  the  invalidity  of  the  selec- 
tion will  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  company's  claim.  Southern  Pa- 
cific B.  B.  Go.  V.  The  State  of  Galifomia,  4  L.  D.,  437.  It  cannot  be 
said.that  the  said  eighty  acres  were  free  from  a  claim  or  right  in  the 
terms  of  the  act  granting  the  land,  while  the  State  laid  claim  to  it  un- 
der an  indemnity  school  selection,  which  was  of  record;  and  if  it  was 
not  free  from  a  claim  or  right  the  grant  did.  not  attach.  The  validity 
or  lawfulness  of  the  claim  is  not  material.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go,  v. 
Bowman  (7  L.  D.,  238);  Northein  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Wiley  (idem.,  354)  j 
Laity  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  (8  L.  D.,  378). 

Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


RAILBOAB  GRANT— INDIAN  OCCUPANT. 

Spioeb  et  al.  V.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Go. 

(On  Eeview.) 

The  oconpaDcy  of  an  Indiau,  who  ha«  uot  abandoned  the  tribal  relation,  existing  at 
date  of  definite  location,  will  not  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Lo/nd  Office^  July  17, 

1890. 

I  have  considered  the  motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision 
rendered  April  12,  1890,  in  the  case  of  B.  E.  Spicer,  et  al.  v.  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Gompany  (10  L.  D.,  440),  involving  the  NB  |  of  Sec 
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19,  T.  25  N.,  B.  43  E.,  Spokane  Falls,  Washington,  filed  by  said  com- 
panj  on  April  25,  same  year,  and  also  the  application  of  James  N. 
Glover,  ei  aL  intervenors,  who  claim  property  within  said  quaiter  section 
through  title  derived  through  said  company.  The  record  upon  which 
said  departmental  decision  was  rendered  shows  that  on  September  4, 
1889,  there  y^as  filed  in  the  local  land  office  a  certain  application,  sworn 
to  by  B.  E.  Spicer,  J.  M.  Hooker,  and  J.  S.  Bean,  and  signed  by  numer* 
ons  other  persons,  claiming  to  be  residents  on  said  tract,  in  which  it  was 
set  forth  that  at  the  time  of  the  withdrawal  of  said  tract  for  the  benefit 
of  said  company,  on  February  21, 1872,  and  at  the  time  of  the  definite 
location  of  said  road  through  said  land,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1880, 
and  for  many  years  prior  thereto,  from  1868  up  to  1883,  said  land 
was  Indian  land  and  during  all  said  time  was  occupied,  possessed,  culti- 
vated and  improved  by  an  Indian  named  Enoch ;  that  because  of  said 
Indian's  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  land  as  aforesaid,  the  same 
did  not  pass  to  the  company  under  its  grant,  and  that  said  Indian  aban- 
doned said  claim  in  the  year  1883,  whereupon  said  tract  became  a  part  of 
the  public  domain  and  subject  to  entry  under  the  townsite  laws;  that 
said  applicants  are  residents  on  said  tract,  and  that  since  the  year  1883  a 
large  number  of  persons  have  settled  upon  said  tract,  built  business 
houses  and  dwellings,  and  at  the  date  of  said  petition  had  established 
a  town  thereon  of  more  than  five  hundred  inhabitants;  that  since  No- 
vember 28, 1883,  said  tract  had  been  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Spokane  Falls,  but  the  municipal  authorities  have  neglected  to 
have  the  same  surveyed  and  platted  or  to  cause  it  to  be  entered  as  a 
townsite,  and  that  said  petitioners  therefore  ask  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  cause  said  tract  to  be  surveyed  as  a  townsite  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  if  it  be  deemed  necessary  a  hearing 
should  be  ordered  to  ascertain  whether  the  tract  is  public  land  or  inured 
to  the  railroad  company  by  virtue  of  its  grant. 

A  supplemental  petition,  signed  and  sworn  to  by  said  B.  E.  Spicer, 
J.  M.  Hooker,  and  William  Nonamaker,  acting  for  the  original  petition- 
ers, was  transmitted  to  this  Department  by  one  L.  H.  Prather,  attorney 
for  the  parties,  on  September  21,  1889,  in  which  the  matters  contained 
in  the  original  petition  were  substantially  repeated  and  it  was  stated 
that  said  company  was  about  to  take  steps  to  remove  the  settlers  from 
the  tract  and  to  take  forcible  possession  thereof,  and  for  this  reason 
immediate  action  by  the  Department  was  urged.  In  addition  to  the 
foregoing,  the  record  contained  the  affidavit  of  said  Indian  by  the  name 
of  ^'  Enoch  Silliquow^a "  or  Louis  Enoch,  filed  in  the  local  office  in 
July,  1888,  which  alleged  in  substance  that  about  twenty-five  years 
])rior  thereto  the  affiant  settled  on  the  NE;|  and  SE  J  of  sec.  19,  T.  25  N., 
B.  43  E.,  in  Spokane  county,  Washington  Territory ;  *'  that  he  improved 
and  cultivated  the  said  land,  and  he  constantly  lived  upon  and  occupied 
the  same  as  his  home  with  the  purpose  and  bona  fide  design  of  procuring 
title  for  himself  as  a  homestead  thereto  from  the  United  States  when  title 
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could  be  procured ;  that  he  was  living  upon  the  said  land  as  his  home 
in  1872  and  up  until  the  year  1883 ;  "  that  about  the  latter  date  said 
Indian  was  induced  by  the  fraudulent  representations  pf  one  H.  T. 
Oowley,  agent  of  said  company,  to  sell  and  convey  his  claim  to  the  said 
company  for  the  sum  of  $2,000 ;  that  said  agent  represented  to  him 
that  he  could  not  hold  the  land  or  acquire  title  thereto^  and  that  the 
land  was  not  worth  more  than  $1,000;  that  said  Indian  resided  upon 
said  tract  solely  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  thereto  from  the 
United  States,  and  he  asked  that  a  hearing  be  ordered  to  allow  him  an 
opportunity  ^^  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  said  allegations,  and,  if  traej 
to  enter  said  land.'^  The  affidavit  of  Enoch  was  corroborated  by  the 
joint  affidavit  of  J.  M.  Koble  and  Frank  Martin.  The  record  further 
shows  that  there  was  no  adverse  claim  either  in  the  local  or  general  land 
office,  except  the  claims  of  Enoch  and  his  father,  covering  together  the 
east  half  of  said  section  nineteen,  as  shown  by  a  letter  from  the  Indian 
Office  dated  December  1, 1880,  which  stated  in  effect  that  said  Indians 
had  occupied  the  lands  claimed  by  them,  respectively,  for  many  years, 
and  many  of  them  had  made  valuable  and  lasting  improvements 
thereon,  and  that  with  reference  to  those  residing  on  the  lands  found  to 
be  within  the  limits  of  railroad  grants,  ^'  some  action  should  be  taken 
ooking  to  the  adjustment  of  these  conflicting  claims  in  favor  of  the 
Indians." 

Upon  this  record,  said  departmental  decision  held  that  the  grant  to 
said  company  by  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2, 1864  (13  Stats.,  365), 
authorizes  the  filing  and  acceptance  of  but  one  map  of  general  route, 
and  that  the  withdrawal  upon  what  is  known  as  the  amended  general  * 
route  of  February  21,  1872,  was  without  authority  of  law,  citing  the 
Guilford  Miller  case  (7  L.  D.,  100);  that  the  settlement,  residence  and 
improvement  of  a  tract  in  an  odd-numbered  section  within  the  pri- 
mary limits  of  said  grant  by  an  Indian,  who  has  abandoned  his  tribal 
relation,  with  the  intention  of  acquiring  title  thereto  as  a  homestead, 
existing  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road  on  October  4, 
1880,  served  to  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant,  and  ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  the  status  of  the  land  in 
question  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  company's  road. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  filed  a  motion  for  the  review 
and  revocation  of  said  decision  npon  the  grounds  (1)  that  it  was  error 
to  hold  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  consider  the  withdrawal  on  said 
amended  general  route  because  of  the  ruling  in  the  Miller  case  (supra), 
for  the  reason  that  the  ruling  in  that  case  was,beiug  again  considered 
by  the  Department  upon  the  application  of  the  company  for  a  review 
thereof;  and  (2)  it  was  error  to  hold  that  if  the  allegations  relative  to 
the  occupancy  of  the  Indian  Enoch  be  true,  they  constitute  such  a  claim 
as  would  serve  to  except  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

On  May  19, 1890,  counsel  for  Spicer  et  aL  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said 
motion  for  review  because  the  same  did  not  submit  any  new  facts  and 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  53 

was  not  snpported  by  affidavits  as  required  by  rule  78  of  Practice. 
The  motion  for  review  is  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  required  by  said 
rule,  and  hence,  so  far  as  this  point  is  concerned,  the  motion  to  dismiss 
most  be  denied. 

On  May  24, 1890,  oral  argument  was  heard  by  the  Department,  at 
which  the  railroad  company  and  said  Spicer  et  al.  were  represented  by 
counsel.  At  the  same  time  also  appeared  counsel  for  James  M. 
Glover,  W.  H.  Taylor,  E.  B.  Hide,  and  A.  A.  Newberry,  representing 
their  own  interests  and  also  <' other  residents  and  property  owners  in 
Spokane  Falls,  Washington,"  and  presented  their  petition  duly  veri- 
fied and  supported  by  affidavits,  asking  leave  to  intervene  in  support 
of  the  motion  to  review  and  revoke  said  departmental  decision.  Their 
motion  to  intervene  was  granted.  The  interveners  allege  in  said  peti- 
tion that  the  whole  of  said  section  19  within  the  primary  limits  of  said 
grant  to  said  company  has  been  twice  listed  to  the  company,  namely: 
on  May  18, 1884,  and  June  27, 1888;  that  there  is  no  claim  of  record 
for  said  land  adverse  to  said  company;  that  the  city  of  Spokane  Falls 
was  duly  incorporated  on  or  about  November  or  December,  1881,  and 
includes  within  its  corporate  limits  nearly  all  of  said  section  19;  that 
all  of  theNE^  of  said  section  has  been  <' surveyed  and  platted  for  town 
purposes;"  that  said  petitioners  or  their  grantors  have  purchased  from 
said  company  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  lots  and 
squares  in  said  quarter  section  according  to  the  plat  of  survey  of  said 
city  and  now  hold  title  to  the  same;  that  the  value  of  the  property  so 
.purchased,  with  the  improvements  thereon,  '*is  reasonably  worth  at 
least  eight  millions  of  dollars;"  that  the  right  of  purchase  from  said 
company  of  ax)ortion  of  theE^  of  said  NE|,  known  as  'Hhe  disputed 
tract,"  has  been  the  subject  of  litigation  between  said  company  and 
one  H.  T.  Cowley,  pending  which  a  number  of  persons  have  "  squatted  " 
on  a  small  portion  of  said  tract  and  have  built  thereon  rough  board 
dwellings;  that  many  of  those  whose  names  are  on  said  application  for 
a  survey  of  said  land  are  occupying  said  dwellings  on  said  disputed 
tract;  that  the  statements  made  in  said  application  for  survey  are  false ; 
that  the  Indian  Enoch  never  settled  npon  said  NE}  of  said  section  19 
with  the  purpose  or  *^ intention  of  acquiring  title  thereto  under  the  In- 
dian homestead  law  of  the  United  States,  nor  in  any  other  way ; "  that 
said  Indian  has  never  abandoned  his  tribal  relations,  but  has  continu- 
ously asserted  the  same,  and  as  late  as  March  3, 1887,  signed  his  name, 
as  chief  of  the  Middle  Spokane  tribe  of  Indians,  to  an  agreement  be- 
tween said  tribe  and  commissioners  representing  the  United  States, 
wherein  said  Indians  agreed  to  go  to  and  remain  upon  the  Joco  or 
Gcenr  d'Alene  Indian  reservation,  and  that  said  chief  Enoch  and  two 
other  chiefs  were  to  receive  an  annuity  of  $100  for  ten  years;  that 
prior  to  July,  1888,  the  right  of  said  company  to  said  ^E^  has 
never  been  questioned,  and  that  prior  to  that  time  said  intervenors 
and  their  grantors  had  placed  upon  the  land  improvements  ''  aggre- 
gating in  value  several  millions  of  dollars,  consisting  of  stores,  ware- 
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houses,  churches,  schools,  hoteld  and  fine  dwelling-houses;"  that  on 
or  about  August  4, 1889,  the  most  valuable  part  of  said  quarter  section 
and  the  improvements  thereon  were  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  owners 
thereof  were  actively  engaged  at  the  time  of  said  departmental  decision 
in  rebuilding  the  same ;  that  the  effect  of  said  decision  has  been  to  cast 
a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  said  property  so  that  confidence  has  been 
shaken  and  capitalists  have  declined  to  make  any  further  advances  to 
complete  the  improvements  already  begun,  and  that  the  growth  and 
prosperity  of  said  city  have  been  greatly  hindered.  It  is  further  al- 
leged that  should,  said  order  be  continued,  it  will  cause  '<  great  loss  of 
money  and  business  prospects,  unsettle  values,  cloud  titles  to  property 
which  has  been  bought  and  sold  for  many  years  past  under  warranty 
deeds,  and  which  has  been  improved  in  good  faith  and  at  an  enormous 
outlay  of  money."  The  interveners  therefore  ask  that  said  depart- 
mental decision  be  revoked;  that  said  application  for  survey  be  dis- 
missed, and  that  such  other  relief  be  granted  '^  as  in  justice  and  equity 
may  be  right." 

The  aforesaid  allegations  are  corroborated  by  the  affidavits  of  Arthur 
A.  Newberry,  W.  H.  Taylor,  B.  B.  Hide,  and  James  M.  Glover.  New- 
berry swears  to  the  location  of  said  tract,  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments placed  thereon,  and  the  destruction  of  the  same  by  fire  on  August 
4,  1889,  and  the  efibrts  to  rebuild  the  same,  and  that  *^  the  improve- 
ments now  upon  said  quarter  section  amount  to  more  than  four  millions 
of  dollars."  He  also  swears  that  upon  this  tract  are  located  the  pub- 
lic school,  the  city  gas-works,  many  churches,  a  five-story  brick  hotel 
costing  $300,000,  many  handsome  dwelling-houses,  and  that  within  two 
hundred  feet  of  the  north  line  of  said  quarter  section  are  located  seven 
national  banks. "  He  further  swears  that  the  school  district  of  Spokane 
Falls  has  recently  voted  the  issuance  of  $250,000  worth  of  bonds  for 
educational  and  other  purposes;"  that  the  sale  of  said  bonds  ^^has 
been  rendered  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  and  the  improve- 
ment and  advancement  of  the  general  welfare  of  the  city  has  been 
greatly  retarded"  because  of  the  rendition  of  said  departmental  decis- 
ion ;  that  prior  to  said  decision  many  of  the  applicants  for  survey  were 
occupying  by  sufferance  rough  cabins  built  upon  a  portion  of  the  EJ 
of  the  NE^,  and  the  NE^  of  the  SE|  of  said  sec.  19 ;  but  that  since  said 
departmental  decision  and  ruling  they  have  occupied  the  balance  of  the 
NE^  and  other  portions  of  said  section  19,  breaking  enclosures  and 
occupying  ground  which  has  been  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  said 
Newberry  and  other  owners  for  many  years  past ;  that  said  Newberry 
is  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  a  large  amount  of  property  situated 
on  said  tract,  which,  prior  to  said  departmental  decision,  was  worth  in 
the  market  about  $100,000,  and  on  account  of  said  decision  has  become 
of  no  market  value.  Newberry's  affidavit  is  corroborated  by  W.  H. 
Taylor,  E.  B.  Hide,  and  James  M.  Glover. 

The  interveners  also  submit  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  In- 
dian council  held  at  Spokane  Falls  on  August  16  and  17,  1877,  by 
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inspector  Watkins,  in  which  said  Enoch  objected  to  being  pushed  '<  to 
become  a  citizen ; "  also  the  record  in  the  Indian  office  showing  the 
action  of  said  Enoch,  who  was  one  of  the  Indians  to  sign  the  articles  of 
agreement  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  United  States  with  the 
^^chiefs,  head  men  and  other  Indians  of  the  Upper  and  Middle  bands  of 
Spokane  Indians''  on  March  18, 1887.  The  ninth  article  of  said  agreement 
provides  that  <*  in  consideration  of  the  ages  of  chiefs  Lonis  Spokane 
Garry,  Panl  Scnlhanlt,  Antarkan,  and  Enoch,  the  United  States  agrees, 
in  addition  to  the  other  benefits  herein  provided,  to  pay  to  each  of  them 
for  ten  years  the  sam  of  one  hnndred  dollars  per  annnm."  This  agree- 
ment is  signed  by  '<  Chief  Enoch."  In  addition,  the  affidavit  of  Enoch 
himself,  dated  May  19, 1890,  in  which  he  swears  that  prior  to  the  year 
1883,  he  settled,  improved,  and  for  twenty-four  years  continuonsly  re- 
aided  upon  the  tract  of  land  now  within  the  limits  of  Spokane  Falls, 
Washington ;  that  dnring  the  spring  of  1883  he  sold  said  tract  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  for  $2,000 ;  that  he  was  advised  at 
that  time  to  select  another  tract  outside  the  reservation,  which  he\lid, 
but,  by  so  doing,  he  did  not  consider  his  tribal  relations  severed.  He 
also  swears  ^^I  have  not,  nor  do  I  intend  to  abandon  my  tribal  relations. 
I  was  present  at  Spokane  Falls  during  the  spring  of  1887,  and  signed 
articles  of  agreement  made  out  and  concluded  at  that  place  between 
the  commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose  and  the  Upper  and  Mid- 
dle bauds  of  Spokane  Indians,  and  am  to  receive  benefits  as  per  article 
nine  of  said  agreement,  when  ratified  by  Congress,  at  which  time  I  ex- 
pect to  be  removed  to  the  CoBur  d'Alene  reservation." 

There  is  also  filed  the  affidavit  of  Sidney  D.  Waters,  who  was  the 
United  States  Indian  agent  at  the  Colville  agency  in  Washington  dur- 
ing 1883-84  and  85,  Said  Waters  swears  'Hhat  he  is  well  acquainted, 
with  Enoch  Silliquowya;  that  said  Indian  was  one  of  the  Indians  be- 
longing to  the  Colville  agency  dnring  all  the  time  said  affiant  was  In- 
dian agent  of  said  agency ;  that  said  Indian  has  never  severed  his  tri- 
bal relations  and  has  never  adopted  the  habits  and  customs  of  the 
white  race,  except  as  to  dress."  Another  afi^ant,  S.  F.  Sherwood, 
swears  that  he  has  been  for  many  years  a  government  interpreter  with 
the  Indians ;  that  he  speaks  the  Spokane  langauge,  and  has  known 
said  Indian  Enoch  continuously  since  long  prior  to  1872.  He  states 
^'I  know  him  to  be  a  Spokane  Indian  belonging  to  the  Spokane  Indian 
tribe,  and  that  he  never  severed  his  tribal  relations.  ...  I  have 
talk^  with  him  and  he  told  me  he  had  never  severed  his  tribal  relations 
and  never  did  anything  inconsistant  with  his  tribal  relations,  but  al- 
ways maintained  them."  Another  affiant,  James  Monaghan,  swears 
that  he  is  a  resident  of  Spokane  Falls  and  has  known  Enoch  since 
1872 ;  that  he  has  no  interest  in  this  case  except  as  a  citizen  of  said  city ; 
that 

I  know  he  attended  the  councils  of  the  tribe  and  did  everything  that  the  other 
Indians  did  indicating  the  maintenance  of  his  tribal  relations  ...  He  always 
claimed  to  be  a  tribal  Indian.  .  .  .  His  settlement  was  like  that  of  hnudreds 
Of  other  Indians  around  Spokane  Falls,  and  he  never  manifested  any  intention  of 
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taking  np  the  Inud  nncler  the  public  laud  laws,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge.  •  .  . 
I  know  for  twonty-Gve  years  that  Enoch  is  a  well-known  Indian,  claimed  to  be  such, 
regarded  as  such  by  his  tribe  and  by  the  cummnnity  in  Spokane  Falls,  and  differing 
in  no  respect  from  the  balance  of  his  tribe,  bnt  tribal  in  every  feature  of  his  con- 
duct. « 

H.  T.  Cowley  swears  tliat  he  (Cowley)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  a  resident  of  Spokane  Falls  since  1874,  and  first  became  ac- 
quainted with  Indian  Enoch  in  the  summer  of  1674 ;  that ''  at  (Jie  time 
I  first  knew  Enoch  he  belonged  to  the  Spokane  Indian  tribe,  and  he 
never  in  fact  severed  his  tribal  relations ; "  that  there  was  an  Indian 
council  held  by  A.  C.  Watkins^  Spetial  Commissioner  of  the  Indian 
Office,  in  1877 ;  that  ^^at  that  council  Enoch  attended  and  made  a  speech, 
in  which  he  declared  that  the  Spokane  Indian  tribe  had  been  promised 
and  were  entitled  to  an  Indian  reservation;  •  •  •  that  they  did  not 
wish  nor  intend  to  take  lands  in  severalty.'^  Said  Cowley  further  swears 
"  I  was  present  at  the  settlement  between  Enoch  and  the  Northern 
Paci^c  Eailroad  Company.  It  was  accomplished  chiefly  throug^h  the 
efforts  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indians  Aflairs  and  his  correspondence 
with  Mr.  Yillard,  then  the  president  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  and  nothing  could  have  been  fairer  or  better  understood. 
.  •  •  After  Enoch  made  this  settlement  he  immediately  went  down 
on  the  Spokane  Biver  somewhere  and  took  up  some  other  land."  Still 
another  affiant,  John  A.  Sims,  swears  that  he  is  a  resident  of  Spokane 
Falls  and  that  ho  has  no  interest  in  this  case  except  that  of  a  citizen  of 
said  city ;  that  in  September,  1872,  he  was  appointed  Indian  agent  to 
the  Colville,  Spokane  and  other  tribes  of  Indians  in  the  then  Territory 
of  Washington,  and  that  as  such  agent  he  visited  Spokane  Falls  and 
became  acquainted  with  said  Indian  Enoch.    The  affiant  says : 

Indian  Enoch  was  then  a  member  of  the  Spokane  Indian  tribe,  and  he  called  npon 
me,  ae  Indian  agent  of  the  tribe,  to  settle  a  dispnte  between  himself  and  a  whit«  man 
by  the  name  of  Swift.  ...  I  remained  agent  of  these  same  Indians  nntll  Octo- 
ber, 1883.  During  the  time  I  was  such  agent  I  frequently  saw  Enoch,  frequently 
heard  of  him,  knew  that  he  attended  the  councils  of  the  tribe ;  that  he  never  to  my 
knowledge  did  anything  toward  severing  his  tribal  relations,  but  exercised  his  tribal 
rights.  I  know  he  received  supplies  from  the  government  as  a  tribal  Indian,  and  is 
BO  registered. 

The  affiant  further  swears  that  when  Enoch  came  to  see  him  relative 
to  his  negotiations  with  said  company,  the  only  claim  of  Enoch's  then 
recognized  was  for  improvements  and  possession ;  thataffiant  told  Enoch 
he  would  do  the  best  he  could  for  him  and  communicated  with  the  In- 
dian Office  relative  to  said  proposed  sale,  but  the  Commissioner  of  In- 
dian Affairs  advised  affiant  to  see  Enoch  and  recommend  a  relinquish- 
ment by  him  upon  the  payment  by  the  company  to  him  of  the  sum  of 
$2,000;  that  the  money  was  paid  by  the  company  and  Enoch  executed 
the  relinquishment  with  a  full  knowledge  of  what  he  wa«  doing ;  that 
when  Enoch  signed  the  quit-claim  deed  he  was  fully  satisfied  with  the 
amount  paid ;  that  said  conveyance  was  approved  by  said  affiant  as  re- 
quired by  the  regulations  of  the  Department 
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Ou  Jnne  26, 1890,  counsel  for  Spicer  et.  al.  filed  in  tbe  Department 
another  affidavit  of  said  Euocb,  dated  June  18,  same  year,  and  also  a 
brief  in  answer  to  a  brief  of  said  company  filed  at  tbe  oral  argument, 
whicb,  together  with  all  tbe  briefs  filed  and  arguments  made,  have  been 
carefully  considered.  In  bis  last  affidavit,  made  before  tbe  local  attor- 
ney of  Spicer  et  aLj  Enoch  substantially  denies  tbe  allegations  made  in 
his  former  affidavit  relative  to  his  tribal  relations,  and  swears,  among 
other  things,  that  while  he  was  living  on  said  tract  he  ^^  had  abandoned 
his  tribe  and  was  living  separate  and  apart  from  them  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  title  to  said  land  from  the  government."  The  said  affidavits 
of  Enoch  are  so  contradictory  in  themselves  that  they  must  be  wholly 
discarded  in  passing  upon  said  motion. 

No  action  was  taken  by  your  office  upon  the  application  of  Spicer  et 
al.  asking  for  a  survey  of  said  tract  or  a  hearing  with  reference  to  the 
status  thereof.  Upon  the  allegations  and  affidavits  presented  by  Spicer 
et  al.  2k  prima  fade  case  was  made  which  clearly  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
Department  to  order  a  hearing  upon  the  same.  But  the  affidavits  and 
record  evidence  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  interveners,  disregarding 
the  affidavits  of  Enoch,  show  conclusively  that  said  Enoch  has  never 
abandoned  his  tribal  relations,  and  hence  at  no  time  has  he  been  quali- 
fied to  make  entry  of  said  land  under  the  homestead  laws.  Secretary 
Cox  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  (1  G.  L.  O.,  283) ; 
Circular  of  April  1, 1870  (idem);  Indian  homestead  act  of  March  3, 
1875  (Sup.  B.  S.  U.  S.,  167;  18  Stat.,  420),  and  circular  of  March  25, 
1875  (2  C.  L.  O.,  493). 

Since  it  appears  that  said  Enoch  has  not  abandoned  his  tribal  rela- 
tions, it  necessarily  follows  %e  was  not  qualified  to  make  settlement, 
and  his  said  occupancy  of  the  land  in  dispute  at  the  date  of  the  definite 
location  of  the  road  on  October  4, 1880,  did  not  serve  to  except  the  land 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  Bamage  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  E.  (5  L. 
D.,  274) ;  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  v.  Saunders  (6  L.  D.,  98) ;  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R.  V.  Kerry  (10  L.  D.,  290) ;  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  v.  Rob- 
erts (id.,  427). 

Under  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Department,  said  hearing 
was  ordered  upon  the  showing  presented  by  the  ex  parte  affidavits  of 
the  applicants  who  asked  for  a  survey  of  said  tract  as  a  town-site,  but 
the  record  evidence  and  the  affidavits  submitted  by  the  company  and 
tbe  interveners  in  support  of  said  motion  for  review  show  without 
doubt  that  said  Enoch  has  never  abandoned  his  tribal  relations,  and 
that  if  the  new  testimony  had  been  before  the  Department  when  the 
original  and  amended  applications  were  considered,  said  hearing  would 
not  have  been  ordered.  It,  therefore,  now  appears  that  there  are  no 
sufficient  reasons  for  ordering  a  hearing  before  the  local  officers  in  this 
case. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  validity  of 
tbe  withdrawal  of  February  21, 1872,  upon  the  filing  of  the  alleged  map 
of  general  route. 
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Said  decision  of  April  12,  1890,  directing  that  a  heariug  be  had,  is 
accordingly  revoked,  and  said  applications  for  a  survey  of  said  tract 
are  hereby  dismissed. 


DESERT  LAND  ENTRY— FTNAIj  PROOF— RECLAMATION. 

Lee  v.  Alderson. 

The  iuteryentioD  of  an  adyeree  claim  defeats  the  right  to  perfect  an  entry,  where 
proof  of  reclamation  is  not  made  within  the  statutory  period. 

Proof  of  reclamation  should  not  only  show  that  water  has  been  brought  upon  the 
land,  but  also  what  proportion  of  each  legal  sab-division  has  been  irrigated. 

First  Assistmit  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General 

Land  Office,  July  18,  1890.  * 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  William  W.  Alderson  from  yonr 
office  decision  of  October  26,  1888,  wherein  you  hold  for  cancellation  his 
desert  land  entry  No.  59,  for  Sec.  20,  T.  2  S.,  E.  6  E.,  Bozeman,  Montana. 

On  May  13,  1881,  he  filed  in  the  local  office  his  declaration  of  in- 
tention to  reclaim  said  tract  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress approved  March  3,  1877  (19  Stat.,  377),  and  on  the  same  day  paid 
the  twenty-five  cents  an  acre  therefor,  amounting  to  $1G0,  and  obtained 
the  usual  cert IGcate  from  the  local  ofiicers.  At  the  expiration  of  the 
three  years  allowed  him  within  which  to  reclaim  the  land,  namely,  oa 
May  13. 1884,  Daniel  Lee  filed  his  declaration  to  reclaim  the  same  tract, 
accompanied  by  the  usual  affidavits  of  the  desert  character  of  the  land, 
and  at  the  same  time  tendered  the  first  payment  of  twenty-five  cents 
per  acre. 

This  application  was  rejected  by  the  Ipcal  officers,  for  the  reajsoii 
that  the  tract  was  covered  by  Alderson's  entry  of  May  12,  1881. 

On  May  16,  1884,  Lee  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against  Alderson's 
entry,  charging  that  he  ^^  has  not  complied  with  the  desert  land  act  in 
any  way  since  making  said  entry ;  and  that  said  tract  is  not  and  has 
not  been  irrigated  or  reclaimed  or  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required 
by  law." 

In  pursui^nce  of  instructions  from  your  office,  a  hearing  was  duly  had 
on  Lee's  averment<s  against  said  entry,  and  the  local  officers  on  August 
12, 1886,  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  basing  their  opin- 
ion on  "  the  impossibility  of  claimant's  obtaining  water"  to  irrigate  the 
tract;  and  by  your  said  office  decision  you  affirm  the  same,  because  the 
evidence  sustains  the  charge  that  <^  said  Alderson  has  not  complied 
with  the  desert  land  act  and  that  said  tract  had  not  been  irrigated  or 
reclaimed  or  cultivated  as  required  by  law."  From  this  judgment 
Alderson  appeals,  charging  that  you  erred : 

I.  Iq  holding  that  it  was  necessary  for  Alderson  to  cultivate  the  land  in  order  to 
reclaim  the  same  by  bringing  water  thereon. 

II.  In  finding  and  holding  that  said  land  had  not  been  irrigated. 

III.  In  holding  (impliedly)  that  it  is  necessary  to  irrigate  the  whole  tract  ic  order 
to  reclaim  it  by  carrying  water  thereon. 

lY.  The  decision  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidenoe. 
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Alderson  never  submitted  bis  final  proof  until  June  23, 1884,  forty 
days  after  bis  tbroe  years  bad  expired.  In  tbe  meantime  Lee  bad  ap- 
plied to  enter  tbe  land  and  filed  bis  affidavit  of  contest.  Alderson  offers 
bis  excuse  by  saying  tbat  be  was  prepared  to  offer  proof  on  May  3, 1884, 
but  was  restrained  from  so  doing  on  tbe  information  obtained  from  tbe 
register  tbat  ^^  results  of  reclamation  by  tbe  production  of  crops,"  bad 
to  be  sbown,  and  tbat  be  could  not  sbow  sucb  results;  but  tbat  be 
learned  soon  tbereafter  tbat  sucb  proof  was  not  necessary  wben  be  sub- 
mitted bis  proof. 

Bnle  30  of  tbe  rules  establisbed  for  tbe  submission  of  cases  to  tbo 
board  of  equitable  adjudication  (6  L.  D.,  800),  provides  as  follows : 

AH  desert  land  entries  in  which  neither  the  reclamation  nor  the  proof  and  payment 
were  made  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  en  try ,  hnt  where  the  entry  man  was 
dnly  qnali^ed,  the  land  properly  subject  to  entry  under  the  statute,  the  lej^al  re- 
quirements as  to  reclamation  complied  with,  and  the  failure  to  do  so  in  time  was  the 
result  of  ignorance,  accident  or  mistake,  or  of  obstacles  which  he  could  not  control, 
and  where  there  is  no  adverse  o/atm. 

Alderson  never  began  tbe  coustruction  of  bis  ditcb  until  November, 
1883,  about  five  montbs  before  tbe  time  for  making  bis  proof  would  ex- 
pire ;  be  says  ^^  unexpected  financial  reverses"  prevented  bis  construct- 
ing bis  ditcb  sooner;  but  tbis  could  not  excuse  bis  lacbes  in  failing  to 
submit  proof  of  reclamation  in  time,  especially  wben  tbere  was  an  ad- 
verse claimant. 

Tbe  evidence  of  claimant  sbows  tbat  be  constructed  a  ditcb  from  Lime 
Kiln  Greek  to  a  point  about  one  batf  mile  soutb  of  tbe  soutb  line  of  tbe 
tract.  Tbis  ditcb  was  about  tbree  miles  long  and  about  twenty-six 
iucbes  at  tbe  bottom,  near  tbree  feet  at  top  and  about  twelve  incbes 
deep.  It  intersected  a  "coulee"  or  dry  creek,  a  few  feet  wide,  wbicb 
led  on  to  tbe  land,  tbence  tbrougb  the  section.  He  claims  tbat  tbis 
^'coulee"  enters  tbe  land  at  tbe  bigbest  or  near  tbe  bigbest  place  and 
tbat  water  can  be  taken  from  it  to  all  parts  of  tbe  land ;  tbat  water  was 
running  tbrougb  this  ditcb  and  into  tbe  "  coulee "  and  on  to  tbe  laud 
May  1, 1883. 

It  is  contended  tbat  this  result  having  been  accomplished  tbat  tbe 
land  is  reclaimed  "  by  conducting  water  fiipon  the  same."  He  says  from 
this  ditch  water  can  be  distributed  over  and  tbrougb  all  of  tbe  soil;  that 
if  necessary  be  will  build  a  reservoir  on  tbe  "  coulee"  to  distribute  the 
water.    Tbat  this  ditcb  will  enable  him  to  irrigate  the  land. 

This  may  all  be  Jrue,  but  the  carrying  of  water  to  the  land,  and  even 
through  the  land  without  showing  the  presence  of  lateral  ditches  and 
water  therein  through  tbe  several  smallest  legal  subdivisions,  is  not 
snfiicleut  to  show  tbe  reclamation  of  the  land  within  tbe  meaning  of 
tbe  statute. 

The  question  is  not  what  may  be  done ;  but  the  proof  must  sbow  what 
has  been  done  to  reclaim  the  land.  The  evidence  fails  to  sbow  that 
tbis  tract  was  reclaimed,  although  it  does  show  that  water  was  brought 
to  it 
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The  proof  must  show  what  proportion  of  each  legal  subdivision  has 
been  irrigated.  Adam  Schindler  (7  L.  D.,  253 ) ;  Wm.  Holland,  6  L.  D.,  38. 
Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


RESERVATION— DEPARTMENTAIi  AUTHORITY. 

Oeorge  Hebbing. 

A  reservation  of  public  land  for  a  proper  purpose  made  by  the  local  office,  on  the 
request  of  the  surveyor-general,  if  unrevoked,  may  be  considered  as  having  been 
approved  by  the  Department,  hence  made  by  competent  authority  and  the  land 
included  therein  not  subject  to  entry. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  o1  the  General  Land  Officej  July  19, 

1890. 

By  letter  dated  January  7,  1880,  the  surveyor-general  of  California 
requested  the  locaT  officers  at  Visalia  to  suspend  *'  from  entry  and  sale^' 
sections  5,  6,  7  aud  8  in  T.  14  S.,  B.  28  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  for  the  reason  that 
they  "  are  covered  by  trees  of  the  sequoia  gigantia  variety,  some  of  which 
are  reported  to  be  forty  feet  in  diameter  and  from  three  hundred  to  four 
hundred  feet  high,  constituting  a  remarkable  aud  rare  curiosity  which 
should  be  preserved." 

The  said  letter  also  set  out  <'  that  the  tracts  named  being  exceptional 
in  character  will  be  made  the  subject  of  a  report  to  the  Department  with 
a  view  of  bringing  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  Congress. 

By  letter  dated  June  1, 1880,  the  surveyor  general,  stating  that  his 
informcition  had  been  erroneous,  directed  the  local  office,  for  the  reasons 
stated,  to  &o  suspend  in  lieu  of  the  sections  described,  section  31,  of  T. 
13  S.,  and  also  (at  the  suggestion  of  the  local  office)  sections  5  and  6  of 
T.  14  S.,  and  range  aforesaid. 

On  June  17, 1887,  George  Herring  filed  an  application  to  enter  the 
NW.  i  of  SW.  J,  K  i  of  SE.  i  and  NE.  i  of  S W.  i  of  said  section  6, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  3,  1878  (20  Stats.,  89). 

This  application  with  the  proof  submitted  September  15, 1887,  in  sap- 
port  thereof  was  rejected,  by  reason  of  said  suspension. 

From  this  action  Herring  took  no  appeal. 

On  March  1,  1888,  Herring  again  made  application  to  enter  in  like 
manner  the  said  land  and  on  May  31st  following,  presented  proofs  in 
support  thereof. 

On  the  date  last  mentioned  the  local  office  rejected  said  proof  for  the 
reason  that  Herring's  said  application  ^<  was  not  in  the  form  required 
by  the  act  of  June  3,  1878." 

Herring  appealed. 

Thereupon  on  February  29,  1889,  your  office  found  that  his  rights 
had  not  been  affected  by  his  previous  application.  By  the  same  decis- 
ion, however,  your  office  held  ^Hhat  the  presence  upon  the  land  of 
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growiDg  mammoth  trees  renders  it  exceptional  in  character"  and  there- 
fore not  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  referred  to  and  affirmed  the 
action  below. 

Herrings  again  appeals. 

Along  with  his  appeal  from  the  local  office  Herring  filed  an  affidavit 
made  June  21, 1888  (not  corroborated)  wherein  he  avers,  that  on  Sep- 
tember 15, 1887,  he  offered  proof  at  the  local  office  in  support  of  his  ap- 
plication made  in  June  preceding,  that  upon  the  rejection  of  such  proof 
he  employed  a  land  lawyer  in  Yisalia  to  take  an  appeal  to  your  office 
that  some  time  after,  the  said  lawyer  <<  became  ill  and  died,"  that  there- 
after he  had  no  notice  or  information  that  said  appeal  had  not  been 
taken  ^^  until  the  lapse  of  many  weeks." 

The  reservation  requested  by  the  surveyor-general  in  1880,  has  so  far 
as  the  record  discloses  not  been  revoked.  The  said  reservation  may, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case  be  therefore  considered  as  having  been  ap- 
proved by  this  Department  and  consequently,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
as  having  been  made  by  the  President  who  <*  speaks  and  acts  through 
the  heads  of  the  several  departments  in  relation  to  subjects  which  ap- 
pertain to  their  respective  duties."  Wolsey  v.  Chapman  (101  U.  S., 
755).    See  also  Graham  v.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (5  L.  D  ,  332). 

There  is  no  statute  giving  a  general  authority  to  the  President  to 
reserve  lands.  But  the  right  of  the  President  to  put  public  lands  in 
reservation  so  that  all  questions  in  reference  to  them  might  be  properly 
considered,  has  always  been  maintained  by  the  courts. 

In  the  case  of  Grisar  v.  McDowell  (6  Wall.,  363,  381)  the  supreme 
court  said  that  ^^  from  an  early  period  in  the  history  of  the  government 
it  has  been  the  practice  of  tlie  President  to  order,  from  time  to  time,  as 
the^exigencies  of  the  public  service  required,  parcels  of  land  belonging 
to  the  United  States  to  be  reserved  from  sale  and  set  apart  for  public 
uses." 

The  trees  referred  to  have  been,  as  stated,  correctly  described  by  the 
surveyor-general  as  constituting  a  ^^  remarkable  and  rare  curiosity 
which  should  be  preserved."  To  that  end,  the  lands  containing  them 
were  withdrawn  from  sale  and  entry  so  that  all  questions  in  regard  to 
them  could  be  properly  considered. 

Being  thus  placed  in  reservation  by  competent  authority  and  for  a 
sufficient  reason  it  was  '^  not  in  the  power  of  a  party  to  acquire  rights 
by  treating  such  reservation  as  of  no  effect."  See  opinion  of  attorney- 
general  Devens  in  the  matter  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  grant 
(IG  Op.  80)  and  cases  cited. 

The  reservation  referred  to  being  in  existence  at  the  time  of  Her- 
ring's application,  I  must  find  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein 
expressed  that  the  same  has  been  properly  denied. 

This  disposition  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  discuss 
the  other  matters  that  are  presented  by  this  appeal. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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OSAGE  LAND— FILING-FINAL.  PROOF. 

Boyd  v.  Bmith. 

Wbere  two  claiiuantB  for  Osage  land  are  each  in  default  as  to  filing  within  the  pre> 
aoribed  period  the  saperior  right  mnat  be  accorded  to  the  one  who  makes  the  first 
filing,  subject  only  to  defeat  in  case  of  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within  six 
mouths  after  such  filing. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office^  July  18, 1890. 

August  18,  1886,  F.  W.  Bo;^d  made  Osage  declaratory  statement  No. 
5252,  alleging  settlement  in  October,  1881,  for  lot  6,  Sec.  2G,  T.  20  S., 
R.  25  W.,  Garden  City,  Kansas. 

August  28, 1886,  Kate  Smith  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  No. 
5293  for  the  same  land,  alleging  settlement  March  1,  1886. 

Smith  offered  final  proof  January  22,  1887,  and  Boyd  January  24, 
1887.  The  local  officers  rejected  Smith's  offered  proof,  and  accepted 
that  of  Boyd,  on  the  ground  of  prior  settlement  by  Boyd. 

Smitli  appealed  to  your  office,  and  on  January  17,  1889,  your  office 
nfiirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  from  which  decision  Smith  now 
appeals  to  this  Department. 

Both  claimants  have  satisfactorily  shown  compliance  with  law  as  to 
residence,  improvements  and  cultivation. 

The  point  relied  upon  by  Smith  for  reversal  is,  that  in  the  original  act 
of  Congress  providing  for  the  sale  of  the  Osage  lands  payment  Vas  re- 
quired to  be  made  within  one  year  of  settlement,  and  that  Boyd  not 
having  offered  final  proof  and  payment  until  several  years  after  settle- 
ment, had  forfeited  his  rights  thereunder,  and  Smith  having  made  her 
final  proof  and  tendered  payment  within  the  year,  should  i)revail  over 
the  claim  of  Boyd. 

In  the  case  of  Hessong  v.  Burgan  (9  L.  D.,  353),  it  is  held  that  under 
the  act  of  Congressof  May  28, 1880(2LStat.,  143),  and  the  departmental 
regulations  in  reference  to  the  same,  filing  must  be  made  within  three 
months  from  settlement,  and  final  proof  and  payment  within  six  months 
after  the  filing.  Neither  Smith  nor  Boyd  filed  within  three  months  of 
settlement,  and  the  fact  that  Smith's  settlement  antedated  her  filing 
but  five  months,  while  Boyd's  was  five  years  before  filing,  can  give 
Smith  no  preference  over  Boyd,  as  both  were  in  default,  and  Boyd's 
filing  having  been  made  prior  to  that  of  Smith  he  thereby  acquired 
priority  over  Smith,  which  could  only  be  defeated  by  failure  to  make 
final  proof  within  six  months  thereafter,  and  as  he  made  such  proof 
January  24,  1887,  within  the  prescribed  time,  his  claim  must  prevail, 
and  the  fact  that  Smith's  proof  was  offered  within  a  year  of  settlement, 
while  Boyd's  was  not,  can  have  no  bearing  in  the  case,  as  both  were  in 
pari  delicto  as  to  filing.  Had  Smith  alleged  and  shown  settlement 
within  three  months  of  filing  her  declaratory  statement,  she  would  have 
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had  priority  over  Boyd,  because  she  would  thereby  have  complied 
with  the  regulation  as  to  filing,  which  has  the  force  and  effect  of  law 
(see  case  above  cited). 

The  act  of  May  28, 1880  (21  Stat.,  143),  in  effect,  modifies  the  provis- 
ion of  the  law  of  May  9, 1872  (17  Stat.,  90),  requiring  payment  within 
one  year  of  date  of  settlement,  which  counsel  for  appellant  seem  to  rely 
npon. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed,  and  Smith's  declaratory  state- 
ment 5293  is  canceled. 


PREEMPTION  BINTRY-SETTLBMENT. 

Ohio  Ceeek  Anthracite  Goal  Co.  v.  Hinds. 

Oae  wbo  enters  upon  land  as  the  representative  of  another,  and  remains  tbereon  iu 
such  capacity,  is  not  a  settler  within  the  meaning  oT  the  pre-emption  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  July  18, 1890. 

On  May  27, 1887,  William  Hinds  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state 
ment  alleging  settlement  February  11, 1885,  upon  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  |/ 
Sec.  26,  and  E.  J  of  the  NW.  i.  Sec.  35,  T.  14  S.,  R.  87  W.,  Gunnison, 
Colorado. 

In  pursuance  of  his  published  notice  of  intention  he  submitted  prool 
in  support  of  his  entry  at  the  local  ofQce  on  November  9, 1887.  W.  L. 
Yule,  President  of  the  Ohio  Creek  Anthracite  Coal  Company,  filed  affi- 
davit of  protest  against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof.  Both  parties  ap- 
peared by  counsel. 

Separate  motions  were  made  by  claimant's  attorney  to  dismiss  the  said 
protest  for  failure  to  specifically  set  forth  the  charges  and  <^  for  the  rea- 
son that  there  are  no  corroborating  affidavits."  These  motions  were 
denied  November  14, 1887. 

Thereupon  the  hearing  was  proceeded  with  upon  different  days  until 
November  24, 1887,  when  the  case  closed. 

Ui>on  the  evidence  submitted,  the  local  officers  recommended  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  claimant's  proof  and  the  approval  of  his  entry.  The 
company  api)ealed  from  this  judgment  and  your  office,  on  March  29, 
1889,  reversed  this  decision  and  sustained  the  contest  and  rejected 
Hind's  proof.    From  this  order  he  appeals. 

From  an  examination  of  the  record  it  appears  that  at  some  time  prior 
to  October  1883,  the  land  in  question  with  some  four  thousand  acres  of 
adjoining  coal  land,  had  been  purchased  from  a  party  having  color  of 
title  by  the  Mt.  Carbon  Anthracite  Coal  company  of  which  said  Ohio 
Creek  Company  is  the  successor.  At  the  time  of  such  purchase  there 
were  three  or  four  houses  on  the  land,  one  of  which  had  previ  ously  been 
used  as  a  hotel. 
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In  Angusty  1883,  one  W.  L.  Hinds,  the  claimant's  son,  occupied  a 
dwelling-hoQse  on  the  land  as  superintendent  of  the  Mt.  Carbon  Com- 
pany, where  in  October  following  he  was  joined  by  the  claimant,  a  di- 
rector in  said  company,  who  came  from  Xew  York  in  its  interest* 

The  property  of  the  Mount  Carbon  Company  was  subsequently  sold 
and  ultimately  conveyed  to  its  said  successor. 

In  the  course  of  such  re-organization,  the  claimant  having  obtained 
a  judgment  against  the  Mt.  Carbon  Company,  bought  its  certain 
personal  property  at  the  resulting  sheriS''s  sale  in  Gunnison  County, 
and  afterwards  transferred  his  interest  therein  to  the  said  new  company 
for  forty  shares  of  its  stock. 

The  claimant,  who  became  a  director  in  the  Ohio  Creek  Company, 
continued  to  occupy  the  said  dwelling-house  until  the  time  of  trial.  His 
son  became  the  superintendent  of  the  last-named  company,  and  remained 
on  the  land  until  June  1^  1887,  when  he  resigned. 

The  claimant  averred  in  his  proof  that  he  made  '^  settlement"  on  the 
land  in  October,  1883.  He  testified  that  he  first  thought  of  pre-empting 
the  same  in  February,  1885,  '<  the  day  of  the  sherifPs  sale."  He  further 
states  that  from  the  latter  date  until  June,  1S87,  his  << board"  and 
that  of  his  son,  had  been  paid  by  the  said  Ohio  Creek  company. 

The  improvements  on  tbe  land  valued  as  high  as  $8000,  were  all  made 
or  at  least  paid  for  by  the  said  Ohio  Creek  company,  with  the  exception 
possibly,  of  about  -one-eighth  of  an  acre  cultivated  and  some  fencing, 
sage  brush  and  hay  cutting  by  the  claimant. 

Within  a  few  days  after  his  filing,  the  claimant  submitted  to  the  said 
Ohio  Creek  Company  a  proposition  in  writing  whereby  he  offered  to 
^^  execute  a  quit  claim  of  all  my  (his)  rights,  title  and  interest  in  and 
to  any  and  all  the  improvements  situate  on  the  "  tracts  heretofore  de- 
scribed. 

The  attorney,  who  drew  said  writing  testifies  that  the  claimant  had 
given  the  description  therein  contained  from  memory  and  that  the 
said  proposition  referred  solely  to  the  adjoining  coal  land  and  not  to 
the  tract  involved. 

The  claimant,  however,  states  in  said  writing  that  he  hoped  said 
proposition  would  *be  accepted  as  he  incurred  great  trouble  and  ex- 
pense in  moving  from  New  York  and  that  ^'  to  move  again  will  entail 
like  trouble  and  expense. " 

That  the  claimant  went  on  the  land  and,  during  at  least  the  greater 
part  of  the  time  covered  by  his  proof,  remained  thereon  simply  as  the 
representative  of  the  companies  named  and  not  with  the  intention  of 
acquiring  the  same  uuder  the  preemption  laws,  is,  I  think,  clear. 

Consequently  he  can  not  be  said  to  have  been  a  settler  thereon  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  pre-emption  law.  Griffin  v,  Pettigrew  (10  L.  D., 
610). 

Moreover  his  said  offer  to  sell  out  to  the  protestant  company  tends 
strongly  to  impeach  the  integrity  of  his  filing. 
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The  action  of  yonr  office  in  rejecting  the  claimant's  proof  is,  in  view 
of  the  foregoing,  hereby  affirmed. 

The  claim  of  the  said  Ohio  Creek  company  to  the  land  involved  is  not 
presented  by  this  record,  and  no  ruling  is  made  in  regard  thereto. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-ATTORNEY-APPEAL-RELIXQUISHMENT. 

Pike  v.  Atkinson. 

Ad  attorney  who  advances  money  for  the  prosecution  of  a  contest  does  not  secnre 
thereby  snch  an  interest  in  the  case  as  will  entitle  him  to  an  appeal  in  the  event 
the  contest  is  dismissed. 

The  preference  right  of  a  contestant  is  not  defeated  by  a  relinqnishment,  accompanied 
with  an  application  to  enter,  filed  after  the  initiation  of  the  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  July  18,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  0.  Pike  v,  William  S.  Atkinson, 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  Decemlrer  4, 1888,  dis- 
missing his  contest  against  the  homestead  claim  of  Atkinson  and  allow- 
ing the  homestead  entry  of  Daniel  Snllivan  to  stand,  fr  r  the  S.  j  NE.:^ 
and  8.  i  NW.  |  of  Sec.  30,  T.  12,  B.  16  W.,  Grand  Island,  Nebrajskiv, 
land  district. 

The  facts  are  as  follows : 

On  March  9, 1885,  Atkinson  made  homestead  entry  for  this  land,  and 
on  March  12, 1886,  one  James  Hunter  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
the  same.  Hearing  was  set  for  May  3, 1886.  On  March  27tli,  same 
year  Atkinson  executed  a  relinquishment  and  gave  it  to  one  Koe,  attor- 
ney for  Hunter.  The  testimony  in  the  contest  case  was  taken  on  May 
23rd,  and  the  case  was  taken  under  advisement  by  the  local  officers. 
On  June  2, 1886,  Pike  tiled  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  said  entry, 
alleging  abandonment  and  that  the  Hunter  contest  was  a  collusion 
between  Atkinson  and  Hunter,  and  Huntei-'s  attorney  (Roe),  and  that 
it  was  for  speculation.  The  hearing  of  this  contest  was  set  for  August 
23,  1886.  July  1,  1886,  Hunter  withdrew  from  his  contest  and  the 
same  was  dismissed.  On  November  10, 1886,  the  day  to  which  Pike's 
contest  had  been  continued,  he  appeared  with  counsel  and  Atkinson 
being  in  default.  Boe  appeared  and  moved  the  local  officers  to  postpone 
the  hearing  until  the  final  disposition  of  his,  Roe's,  appeal  from  their 
refusal  to  re-instate  the  Hunter  contest.  This  motion  was  overruled 
and  the  testimony  was  heard  and  the  case  was  passed  for  decision. 

On  February  21, 1887,  Daniel  Sullivan  filed  the  relinquishment  of 
Atkinson  and  filed  application  for  homestead  entry  for  the  land.  This 
was  filed  subject  to  the  rights  of  contestant,  John  C.  Pike.  On  March 
2, 1887,  the  local  officers  decided  the  contest  in  favor  of  Pike  and 
allowed  him  thirty  days  "preference  right  of  entry,"  Sullivan's  entry  to 
be  canceled  if  Pike  should  make  application  to  enter* 
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From  this  decision  Sallivan  appealed  and  your  office  on  December  4, 
1888,  held  that  there  was  no  sufficient  ground  for  awarding  the  pref- 
erence right  of  entry  to  Pike,  and  dismissed  his  contest  and  allowed 
Snllivan's  entry  to  stand  intact.     From  which  decision  Pike  api>ealed. 

Your  decision  states  the  testimony  sufficiently  full  and  complete. 

Although  Roe  as  attorney  for  Hunter,  had  expended  some  money  for 
his  client,  yet  he  has  no  such  interest  in  the  case  as  will  entitle  him 
to  an  appeal,  hence  the  local  office  did  not  err  in  overruling  his  motion  to 
postpone  the  hearing  until  his  attempted  appeal  should  be  heard. 

Boe  was  evidently  holding  the  relinquishment  of  Atkinson  for  speca- 
lation. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  contest  of  Pike  was  not  the  cause  of  the  relin- 
quishment by  Atkinson,  yet  it  is  apparent  that  the  filing  of  said  relin- 
quishment in  the  local  office  was  the  result  of  the  contest,  as  at  the 
hearing  in  November  evidence  had  been  submitted  which  must  have 
resulted  in  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  the  only  opportunity 
that  Boe  had  of  obtaining  any  money  for  said  relinquishment  was  to  sell 
the  same  and  file  it  and  procure  the  cancel  lation  of  the  entry  before  it 
was  canceled  on  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing.  The  cancella- 
tion thus  being  the  result  of  the  contest  by  Pike,  he  must  have  a  pref- 
erence right  of  entry,  and  the  entry  of  Sullivan  must  be  canceled  should 
Pike  still  assert  his  right. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


PRE-EMPTION     FINAL     PROOF— PAYMENT— PROOF     OF    NON-ALIENA- 
TION. 

John  J.  Schneider. 

Delay  in  inakin<r  payment  for  tbe  laud  will  not  defeat  a  pre-emption  entry  allowed  prior 
to  the  regulations  requiring  proof  and  payment  to  be  made  at  the  same  time. 

Whore  the  final  proof  is  not  made  before  the  local  office,  and  the  delay  in  making  pay- 
ment is  fairly  explained,  additional  proof  of  uon- alienation  is  not  reqnired,  if  it 
appears  that  the  eutryman  had  complied  with  the  law  up  to  the  date  of  final 
proofs  and  had  not  then  sold  or  agreed  to  sell  the  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tits  General 

Land  Office^  July  18,  1890. 

On  March  31, 1883,  John  J.  Schneider  made  pre  emption  cash  entry 
for  the  S.  i  of  the  NB.  \  and  8.  i  of  the  NW.  |,  Sec.  13,  T.  135  K,  K. 
58  W.,  Fargo,  Dakota. 

In  his  declaratory  statement  filed  April  15, 1881,  the  land  was  erro- 
neously described  as  the  S.  i  of  the  NB.  |  and  N.  J  of  the  SB.  i  of  the 
section  named.  Attention  having  been  called  to  such  error  by  your 
office,  his  application  to  amend  said  filing  was  allowed  by  your  office 
letter  of  January  11, 1886. 

He  made  proof  before  the  deputy  clerk  of  tbe  district  coart  for  Ban* 
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8om  ooanty  on  January  13, 1883,  showing  that  he  is  a  married  man  and 
that  he  had  continuously  resided  upon  the  land  from  April  11,  1881,  to 
the  date  of  his  proof  and  that  his  improvements  consist  of  a  log  house 
twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  stable,  well,  five  acres  broken  and  cropped  in 
1882,  valued  at  $300. 

On  January  15, 1886,  your  office  suspended  the  said  entry  ^'on  account 
of  insufficient  proof,  the  pre-emption  affidavit  on  file  with  the  case  not 
covering  the  date  of  entry  "  and  required  the  claimant  to  furnish  <<said 
affidavit  without  delay." 

The  local  office  oil  July  23, 1887,  reported  that  the  entryman  had,  De- 
oember  31, 1886,  been  notified  of  the  foregoing  and  that  *'  no  action  had 
been  taken." 

Thereopon  your  office,  December  14, 1887,  directed  the  local  office  to 
<^  advise  the  party  that  in  lieu  of  the  pre-emption  affidavit  required  by 
said  letter,  he  will  be  allowed  to  furnish  an  affidavit  of  continued  resi- 
dence on  and  non-alienation  of,  the  land  down  to  date  of  entry,  March 
31, 1883,  proof  having  been  made  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  on  Janu- 
ary 13, 1883." 

The  notice  of  this  requirement  was  sent  the  entryman  January  7, 
1888,  by  registered  letter,  which  was  returned  uncalled  for. 

From  the  said  decision  of  December  14, 1887,  F.  T.  Day,  who  swears 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  land  in  question  and  that  the  whereabouts 
of  the  entryman,  who  ^^  neglects  and  refuses  "  to  comply  with  the  said 
requirement,  are  unknown  and  cannot  be  ascertained,  has  appealed  to 
this  Department. 

The  affidavit  of  the  entryman's  attorney,  dated  March  13, 1883,  sets 
out  that  the  delay  in  forwarding  the  testimony  of  the  entryman  and 
witnesses  to  the  local  office  was  caused  by  *^  impossibility  of  obtaining 
the  funds  with  which  to  make  final  payment  for  said  tract  at  an  earlier 
date." 

The  entryman's  proof  was  made  prior  to  the  circular  of  November  18, 
1884,  (3  L.  D.,  188),  whereby  preemption  claimants  were  required  to 
make  proof  and  payment  at  the  same  time. 

Consequently  the  delay  in  making  payment  for  the  land  should  not 
be  permitted  to  aflfect  the  entry  involved.    B.  M.  Barbour  (9  L.  D.,  615). 

The  entryman's  proof  shows  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law 
and  his  pre-emption  affidavit  thereto  attached  sets  out  that  he  had 
neither  sold  nor  agreed  to  sell  the  land. 

Consequently,  the  entryman's  proof  having  been  made  before  an  offi- 
cer other  than  the  register  or  receiver,  and  the  delay  iu  payment  hav- 
ing been  fairly  explained,  the  case  at  bar  is  clearly  governed  by  the 
rale  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Charles  Lehman  (8  L.  D.,  486),  wherein 
the  Department  has  held  that  if  the  preemptor  has  in  fact  complied 
with  the  law  up  to  the  time  of  making  proof  and  can  at  that  time  truth- 
fully make  the  requisite  affidavit,  a  sale  thereafter  without  such  affida- 
vit having  been  made,  and  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final  certificate,  will 
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not  of  necessity  defeat  the  right  to  a  patent.  See  also  Grigsby  v.  Smith 
(9  L,  D.,  98)  and  cases  cited. 

The  record  does  not  show  whether  or  not  the  entryman  between  the 
date  of  his  proof  (January  13,  1883)  and  the  issue  of  his  final  certificato 
(March  31, 1883),  had  alienated  the  land. 

But  under  the  authority  cited,  I  must  find  from  the  record  before  me, 
that  such  alienation  would  have  been  immaterial.  lean,  therefore,  sc5c 
no  reason  for  disturbing  the  entry  ia  question. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


OKLAHOMA  TOWN   SITES- COM  MUTED  HOMESTEAD. 

CIECULAR. 

Regulations  to  he  observed  in  the  execution  of  the  provisions  of  the  second  proviso  of  the 
twenty- second  section  of  the  **act  to  provide  a  temporal^  government  for  the  Territory  of 
Oklahoma,"  etc,,  approved  May  2, 1890. 

Department  op  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washingtony  D.  C,  July  18,  1800. 

To  the  Registers  and  Receivers  of  the  U.  8.  Land  Offices,  Oklahoma  Ter- 
ritory, 

Gentlemen:  All  applications  to  commute  homestead  entries,  or 
portions  thereof,  to  cash  entries,  at  the  rate  of  ten  dollars  per  acre,  for 
the  purpose  named  in  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  act  above  cited, 
will  be  made  through  your  respective  offices  and  addressed  to  the  Hon. 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  accordance  with  the  following  regulations  : 

1.  Entries  under  Raid  section  must  be  made  according  to  the  legal 
subdivisions  of  the  land,  and  no  application  for  a  less  quantity  than  is 
embraced  in  a  legal  subdivision  or  for  land  involved  in  any  contest,  will 
be  received  by  you. 

2.  A  party  desiring  to  found  a  city  or  town  upon  land  embraced  in 
his  homestead  should  present  his  application  (form  4001)  at  the  local 
land  office  of  the  district  in  which  his  land  is  situated,  and,  if  his  appli- 
cation  and  the  status  of  his  homestead  entry  are  found  to  be  in  accord 
with  the  foregoing  requirements,  you  will  so  advise  him  and  allow  him 
two  months  within  which  to  prepare  and  file  with  you  triplicate  plats 
of  the  survey  of  the  land  applied  for,  duly  verified  by  the  oaths  of  him 
self  and  the  surveyor. 

3.  Such  plats  must  state  the  name  of  the  city  or  town,  describe  the 
exterior  boundaries  thereof  according  to  the  lines  of  public  surveys,  ex- 
hibit the  streets,  squares,  blocks,  lots  and  alleys,  <aud  must  specifically 
set  forth  the  si^e  of  the  same,  with  measnrenients  and  area  of  each  mu- 
nicipal subdivision }  and,  if  the  survey  was  made  subsequent  to  May 
1^,  1890,  the  plats  must  also  show  that  the  provisions  of  the  first  proviso 
pf  Uxp  sectiof^  q{  the  act  uQ4er  consideratiou  b^ye  bpeu  pomplied  witb^ 
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viz:  the  setting  apart  of  "reservations  for  parks  (of  substantially 
equal  area  if  more  than  one  park)  ami  for  schools  and  other  public  pur- 
poses, embracing  in  the  aggregate  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than 
twenty  acres." 

4.  Upon  receipt  of  the  plats  yoa  will  transmit  the  same  to  this  office^ 
for  examination  and  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to- 
gether with  the  application  to  make  entry  and  your  joint  report  as  to  the 
status  of  the  land  applied  for.  Should  the  plats  be  approved,  one  of 
them  will  he  retained  in  this  office  and  the  other  two  returned  to  you 
with  directions  to  notify  the  applicant  of  their  approval  and  that  he 
will  be  allowed  three  months  within  which  to  make  the  proof  herein- 
after prescribed  and  to  perfect  his  entry  of  the  legal  subdivision,  or 
sabdi visions,  applied  for,  exclusive  of  the  portions  reserved  for  parks, 
schools  and  other  public  purposes  (which  are  to  be  patented,  as  a  gift 
to  the  town  when  organized  as  a  municipality,  for  the  specillc  purposes 
for  which  they  were  reserved),  by  tendering  the  purchase  i)rice  of  that 
portion  of  the  land  actually  entered.  One  of  the  approved  plats  re- 
tamed  toj'ou  will  be  retained  in  your  office  and  the  other  delivered  to 
the  applicant  to  be  placed  on  record  and  file  in  the  office  of  the  recorder 
of  the  county  in  which  the  town  is  situated. 

5.  Notice  of  intention  to  make  cash  entry  as  above  contemplated, 
shall  be  the  same  in  all  respects  as  is' required  of  a  claimant  in  making 
final  homestead  proof,  and  the  entry  when  made  will  be  given  the  cur- 
rent number  of  the  series  of  commuted  or  cash  entries  provided  for  in 
the  twentv-flrst  section  of  the  above  cited  territorial  act.  Proof  in  ac- 
cordance  with  the  published  notice,  consisting  of  the  testimony  of  the 
claimant  and  two  witnesses,  must  be  furnished  relating 

1st.  To  the  strict  observance  of  the  warning  contained  in  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation  of  March  23, 1889,  if  the  land  applied  for  is  within 
that  portion  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  opened  to  settlement  thereby. 
Should  the  land  be  located  in  a  portion  of  the  Territory  which  may  here- 
after become  open  to  settlement  b}^  operation  of  law  or  a  proclamation 
of  the  President,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  claimant  to  show  that  he 
ha8  strictly  observed  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  provisions  under  which 
settlement  in  said  portion  became  permissible. 

2nd.  The  claimant's  citizenship,  and  qualifications  in  all  other  re- 
spects, as  a  homesteader,  the  same  as  in  making  final  homestead  or  corn- 
mated  proof  under  the  act  relating  to  the  Seminole  lands,  approved 
March  2, 1889,  and  the  territorial  act  admeudatory  thereof,  approved 
May  2,  1890. 

3rd.  Due  compliance  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law, 
by  the  claimant,  up  to  the  date  of  commuting  to  cash  entry. 

4th.  The  foregoing  to  be  accompanied  by  the  usual  proof  of  notice  by 
pablicatiou,  together  with  the  certificate  of  the  register  and  receiver 
showing  that  the  duplicate  homestead  receipt  has  been  presented  to 
them  and  ciinceled  in  respect  to  the  land  purchased  for  townsite  pur- 
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poseft,  and  the  certificate  of  tbe  county  recorder  to  the  effect  that  a  plat 
of  the  town,  bearing  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  has 
been  made  of  record  and  placed  on  file  in  his  office. 

6.  After  notice  has  been  given  an  applicant  that  this  homestead  is  free 
firom  contests,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  other  entry,  and  pending 
the  preparation  and  approval  of  the  town  plats,  yon  will  neither  accept 
any  affidavit  of  contest  nor  order  any  hearing  involving  the  land  applied 
for ;  and  after  the  approval  of  the  plats,  no  contest  initiated  as  sach  and 
looking  to  the  defeat  of  the  proposed  cash  entry,  will  be  entertained  by 
this  office. 

7.  Parties  appearing  at  the  time  and  place  of  making  proof  and  pro- 
testing against  the  allowance  of  the  cash  entry,  simply  as  objectors  or 
ft*iends  of  the  government,  will  be  heard,  permitted  to  cross-examine 
the  claimant  and  his  witnesses  without  additional  cost  to  the  claimant, 

,  and  their  complaints  and  the  facts  developed  will  be  duly  considered  by 
you,  and  such  action  taken  as  yon  may  deem  proper,  except  that  yoa 
will  order  no  hearing  in  any  such  case.  Should  a  protestant  desire  to 
carry  his  action  into  a  cx)ntcst,  between  which  proceedings  there  exists 
a  clear  distinction  (see  McUracken  v.  Porter,  3  L.  D.,  399,  and  Martin  t?. 
Barker,  6  L.  D.,  763),  he  will  be  required  to  file  with  you  a  sworn  and 
corroborated  statement  of  his  grounds  of  action,  and  that  the  contest  is 
not  initiated  for  the  purpose  of  harassing  the  claimant  and  extorting 
money  from  him  under  a  compromise,  but  in  good  faith  to  prosecute 
the  same  to  a  final  determination,  which  statement  you  will  transmit 
.  with  the  claimant's  proof,  and  if  the  allegations  therein  contained  are 
considered  Sufficient  by  this  office  to  warrant  the  ordering  of  a  hearing, 
you  will  be  so  advised  and  a  hearing  will  be  ordered  upon  compliance 
by  the  contestant  with  the  condition  that  he  shall  deposit  with  you  a 
sufficient  sum  to  cover  the  costs  thereof. 

8..  Notice  of  your  actions  or  decisions  in  all  matters  affecting  an  entry, 
or  an  application  to  enter,  under  the  foregoing  instructions^  and  the 
proof  thereof,  shall  be  the  same  as  in  ordinary  cases ;  and  any  person 
feeling  aggrieved  by  your  judgment  in  such  mattera  may,  within  ten 
days  from  receipt  of  notice  thereof,  appeal  to  this  office.  Within  the 
time  for  filing  an  appeal,  the  appellant  shall  serve  a  copy  of  the  same 
on  the  appellee  who  will  be  allowed  ten  days  from  such  service  within 
which  to  file  his  brief  and  argument.  Appeals  from  the  conclusions  of 
this  office  lie  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  subject  to  the  foregoing 
restrictions  as  to  time,  the  same  as  in  other  matters  of  like  character. 
Respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Qbofp, 

CominUiUmer. 
Approved, 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  71 

HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-  CITIZENSHIP-  EVIDENCE— ATTORNEYS. 

KiBKPATBIOK  V.  BBINKMAN. 

A  contest  agaiDRt  a  bomestead  entry  on  the  ground  that  the  entry  man  is  not  a  citi- 
zen  must  fail  if  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  is  filed  prior  to  the 
initiation  of  snit. 

A  sttpnlation  as  to  matters  of  evidence  to  be  considered  on  the  trial  is  within  the  prov- 
ince of  attorneys  of  record,  and  snch  action  is  binding  npon  the  parties,  in  the 
absence  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  prevailing  party. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  July  21, 1890. 

Sophia  BrinkmaD,  November  28,  1882,  made  homestead  entry  No. 
10,066  for  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  27,  T.  5  N.,  E.  24  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Blooming- 
toD,  Nebraska.  On  June  18, 1886,  Elias  T.  Kirkpatrick  filed  affidavit 
of  ooDtest,  allegiDg  that  said  Sophia  Brinkman  was  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  at  the  date  of  her  entry,  and  also  that  she  had  not  com- 
plied with  the  law  in  relation  to  settlement  and  residence.  Hearing 
was  set  for  Angust  6th,  before  the  local  office. 

A.  J.  McPeak,  a  notary  public,  was  appointed  by  the  register  and 
receiver  to  take  depositions  of  w^itnesses  as  to  1  he  allegations  involved 
in  the  affidavit  of  contest,  at  his  office  in  Arapahoe,  Nebraska,  July  30, 
1886. 

On  said  last  date  the  parties  appeared  at  the  office  of  McPeak,  at- 
tended by  counsel,  and  a  stipulation  was  signed  by  F.  B.  Taylor,  at- 
torney for  contestant,  and  Sheppard  and  Black,  attorneys  for  contestee, 
by  which  contestant  withdrew  all  objections  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
residence,  cultivation,  etc.,  leaving  only  for  the  consideration  of  the 
local  officers  the  allegation  of  non-citizenship. 

The  stipulation  covers  five  pages  of  foolscap,  but  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case  it  is  only  necessary  to  note  one  clause  thereof,  namely : 

That  OD  the  7th  day  of  June,  1886^  contestee  appeared  before  said  district  conrt,  it 
being  the  first  day  of  the  first  term  of  said  court  after  contestee  had  learned  she  was 
not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  made  application  to  be  naturalized.  Con- 
testee was  at  that  time  informed  by  the  judge  of  said  court  that  all  she  could  do  was 
to  declare  her  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  which  she  then  and 
there  did. 

A  copy  of  said  declaration,  duly  authenticated,  is  also  filed  with  the 
papers  in  the  case. 

In  view  of  this  stipulation,  the  local  officers  recommended  the 
dismissal  of  the  contest.  Kirkpatrick  appealed  to  your  office,  and  ou 
December  5, 1888,  your  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  register  and 
receiver,  and  the  contestant  now  appeals  from  said  decision  to  this 
Department. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  claimant's  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a 
citizen  preceded  by  nearly  two  weeks  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of  con- 
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test,  and  as  it  is  clear  from  the  stipulation  that  claimant  at  the  time  of 
making  her  entry  honestly  believed  that  she  was  a  citizen  (she  having 
been  informed  by  her  husband  in  his  life-time  that  he  was  a  Union 
soldier)  and  her  declaration  having  been  maile  prior  to  the  initiation  of 
the  contest  by  Kirkpatrick  removed  the  disability  of  alienage  that  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  making  her  entry  (G  L.  D.,  485 ;  4  L.  D.,  504;  3  L.D., 
452 ;  2  L.D.,  627). 

Since  the  decision  of  your  office  dismissing  the  contest,  contestant 
has  employed  another  lawyer,  Taylor  having  left  the  country,  and  now 
for  the  first  time  the  point  is  raised,  that  Taylor  <<  sold  out"  his  client 
when  he  signed  the  stipulation.  That  contestant  did  not  intend  nor  an- 
thorize  his  attorney  to  waive  the  question  of  residence  and  cultivation, 
and  asks  that  he  may  show  lack  of  residence,  etc. 

The  argument  of  contestant's  last  counsel  consists  largely  of  uncalled 
for  villification  and  abuse  of  opposing  connsel,  and  abounds  in  vituper- 
ation to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  in  bad  taste  and  certainly  does  not  add 
strength  to  an  argument.  If  Mr.  Kirkpatrick  employed  a  dishonest  at- 
torney, that  is  not  the  fault  of  the  entryman  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  she  corrupted  him  or  was  a  party  thereto,  and  she  should  not  be 
made  to  smart  for  the  conduct  of  opposing  counsel.  The  client  is  ordi^ 
narily  bound  by  the  admissions  of  his  attorney  and  a  stipulation  as  to 
matters  of  evidence  to  be  considered  in  the  trial  of  the  case  is  pecu- 
liarly within  the  province  of  attorneys  of  record,  and  their  action  therein 
is  binding  upon  their  clients  unless  the  prevailing  party  is  gnilty  ot 
misconduct.  And  inasmuch  as  the  question  of  residence  and  cultiva- 
tion will  necessarily  be  considered  when  claimant  offers  her  final  proof, 
and  the  contestiint  will  then  have  the  opportunity  to  ofi^r  any  rebutting 
evidence  he  may  have,  I  do  not  now  deem  it  necessary  to  open  the 
case  for  that  purpose. 

The  decision  of  your  office  in  dismissing  the  contest  is  therefore  af- 
firmed. 


H01VrESTEAr>  AND  PREEMPTION-COXFLICTING  SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS 

Clabk  V.  Martin. 

One  who  occnpies  land  as  the  teuant  of  another  may,  on  the  termination  of  tlie  ten- 
ancy, make  a  legal  settlement  on  said  land,  by  remaining  thereon  with  the  in- 
tention of  making  the  same  a  home  to  the  esclnsion  of  one  elsewhere. 

The  extent  of  the  pre-emption  right  is  limited  to  the  laud  actually  iuclnded  within 
the  settlement  of  the  pre-emptor. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  CJuindler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General 

Land  Office^  July  21,  1890. 

I  h  ive  considered  the  case  of  Samuel  Clark  v,  George  C.  Martin  on 
appeal  by  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  January  31, 1889,  can- 
celling his  pre-emption  filing  number  1334,  and  accepting  the  final 
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proof  of  said  Martin  for  the  SW.  i  of  :NE.  i ;  SE.  i  of  N  W.  i,  NE.  i  ot 
8W.  }  aud  N  W.  ^  of  SE.  ^  of  section  28,  T.  22  S.,  R.  20  E.,  Gainesville, 
Florida,  lau'l  district.    The  facts  are  these : 

On  February'  12, 1885,  Martin  made  a  homestead  entry  for  said  land 
aud  on  March  10,  same  year,  Clark  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  same  land,  alleging  settlement  February  10, 1885. 

On  September  10, 1885,  Martin  submitted  commutation  proof;  Clark 
apiieared  and  offered  adverse  testimony  and  on  October  13,  following, 
Clark  submitted  pre-emption  final  proof  and  Martin  appeared  and 
offered  adverse  testimony. 

The  matter  was. referred  to  your  office,  and  a  hearing  was  ordered 
which  was  had  December  17, 1886,  and  the  local  officers  held  Clark's 
declaratory  statement  for  cancellation  and  accepted  the  commutation 
proof  of  Martin. 

From  this  decision  Clark  appealed  and  your  office  decision  of  January 
31, 1889,  affirmed  said  decision  from  which  he  again  appealed. 

The  testimony  shows :  That  Samuel  Clark  was  a  freedman  over  sixty 
years  of  age  at  time  of  hearing;  that  in  1860  he  settled  upon  the  SE.  i  of 
NW.  ^  and  SW.  i  of  NE.  |  of  said  section  28,  and  built  a  house,  cleared, 
fenced  and  cultivated  a  small  parcel  of  said  land ;  subsequently  he  made 
additions  thereto  until  he  had  some  thirty  acres  cleared  and  fenced.  He 
bailt  some  out-buildings  and  planted  orange,  banana,  grape-fruit,  and 
other  valuable  trees  thereon.  In  1868  he  attempted  to  make  a  home- 
stead entry  for  this  land  but  by  mistake  entered  the  NE.  |  SW.  |  and 
NW.  i  of  SE.  I  of  said  section.  He  had  built  his  house  upon  the  SE.  | 
of  NW.  i"  and  his  "  clearing"  extended  onto  the  SW.  i  of  NE.  i.  He 
did  not  offer  final  proof  within  seven  years,  but  went  to  the  land  office 
about  one  month  after  the  time  had  expired  and  was  informed  that  he 
was  too  late.  In  March,  1878,  one  W.  B.  Center  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  SE.  i  of  NW.  ^  and  SW.  i  of  NE.  i  of  said  section  (being  the 
land  occupied  by  Clark).  He  made  no  settlement  or  residence  on  the 
land  but  went  there  and  informed  Clark  that  he  entered  the  land  and 
owned  it  and  gave  Clark  the  first  information  he  had  that  there  was  a 
mistake  in  his  (Clark's)  entry. 

In  1879  Center  died ;  his  sister  was  appointed  administratrix  of  his 
estate  and  guardian  of  his  children,  and  one  Coogler  (who  was  law 
partner  of  Martin),  as  agent  for  this  guardian  in  December,  1881,  sold 
the  rights  of  said  heirs  to  one  I.  N.  E.  Shoemaker  of  Reading,  Pa.,  who 
went  upon  the  land,  claimed  to  own  it,  built  a  house  upon  the  SW.  ^of 
NE.  ^  of  the  section,  made  some  improvements  on  that  tract  and 
cleared,  fenced,  and  planted  to  orange  trees  about  seven  acres  in  the 
NE.  J  of  S W.  i  of  the  section. 

The  entry  of  Clark  was  canceled  on  April  10, 1881,  and  on  the  23rd 
of  December  following.  Shoemaker  made  homestead  entry  for  the  N.  W, 
i  of  SE.  ^  and  NE.  i  of  SW.  J  of  the  section.  On  July  20,  1883,  the 
Center  entry  was  canceled  by  relinquishment  and  on  23rd  of  same 
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mouth  Shoemaker's  homestead  entry  was  canceled  by  relinquishment 
and  on  same  day  he  tiled  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the 
four  tracts  in  controversy,  alleging  settlement  December  17,  1882. 

Shoemaker  went  upon  the  land  occupied  by  Clark  in  December,  1881, 
and  all  of  the  improvements  made  on  it  were  made  before  he  bad  any 
title  except  an  agreement  with  Coogler,  as  agent  of  the  guardian  of 
Center's  heirs.  Coogler  says  in  an  affidavit,  "  When  I  put  Shoemaker 
in  possession  of  the  Center  lands  in  1881,  Sam  Clark  was  still  residing 
upon  the  place  at  the  spring  and  I  told  Shoemaker  that  Clark  was  only 
a  tenant  at  will." 

In  July,  1883,  immediately  after  filing  his  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement.  Shoemaker  moved  with  his  family  back  to  Reading,  Pa., 
wholly  abandoning  the  land.  He  never  returned  to  reside  upon  it ;  but 
in  December,  1884,  visited  Florida  and  in  January,  1885,  offered  final 
proof  on  his  declaratory  statement,  which  was  rejected  because  of  aban- 
donment and  failure  to  maintain  a  residence  on  the  land. 

Clark  continued  to  reside  upon  the  tract  during  the  time  Shoemaker 
was  making  his  improvements  and  while  he  was  absent  from  the  State. 
It  is  shown  that  Clark  is  very  ignorant,  and  that  he  was  timid  aboat 
asserting  his  rights ;  that  he  was  disposed  to  admit  the  superiority  of 
white  men ;  in  fact  he  was  afraid  of  Center  and  did  not  know  what  he 
could  do  with  Shoemaker — so  he  in  fact  admitted  the  superior  right  to 
the  land,  in  Center  first,  and  afterward  in  Shoemaker,  and  in  the  winter 
of  1884-5  he  made  preparations  to  leave  the  place  and  go  to  the  farm 
of  his  step-son.  He  had  a  part  of  his  crops  grown  in  1884,  stored  there 
and  was  arranging  to  move  during  the  winter.  Shoemaker  testifies 
that  he  was  at  Clark's  in  February,  1885,  and  Clark  and  his  wife  told 
him  they  were  going  away.  Martin  offered  testimony  showing  that 
Clark  said  that  he  would  not  stay  there  and  im])rove  the  place  for 
another  man.  Shoemaker  was  there  February  9,  1885,  to  get  oranges 
to  take  north  with  him.  He  and  Clark  talked  over  the  matter  and  he 
informed  Clark  that  he  was  going  north  to  stay  and  Clark  told  him  he 
had  a  house  over  on  Landy's  (his  step-son's)  place  and  that  they  were 
getting  ready  to  move. 

Coogler,  as  agent  for  Shoemaker,  had  sold  the  improvements  on  the 
land  to  Martin  after  Shoemaker's  failure  to  "  prove  up",  and  on  Febru- 
ary 12, 1885,  Shoemakei''s  relinquishment  was  placed  on  file  and  Mar- 
tin's homestead  entry  was  immediately  made. 

The  local  officers  treat  Clark  as  the  tenant  first  of  Center  and  after- 
wards of  Shoemaker,  and  Martin  and  they  cite  Conk  v.  Rechen'bach  (4 
L.  D.,  257),  in  which  it  is  held  that  "one  holding  as  a  tenant  of  another 
acquires  no  settlement  rights  under  the  homestead  law."  The  principal 
part  of  Shoemaker's  testimony  is  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  Clark 
admitted  his  (Shoemaker's)  ownership,  but  as  I  have  said  it  was  a  kind 
of  admission  growing  out  of  ignorance  and  timidity,  and  it  is  immaterial 
as  to  whether  it  was  tenancy  or  not,  for  if  the  relation  of  landlonl  and 
tenant  ever  existed  between  them  that  relation  terminated  with  Shoe- 
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maker's  abandonment  of  tbe  land ;  it  certainly  coald  not  exist  after  tbe 
local  officers,  on  a  hearing,  had  decided  that  he  had  abandoned  the  tract. 
From  that  time  Clark  could  by  act  and  intent  become  a  settler.  That 
is,  if  he  had  in  his  mind  given  up  the  idea  of  retaining  his  home  upon 
this  land  and  had  made  preparations  to  move  away,  and  if  Shoemaker 
is  correct  in  his  statement,  that  was  the  condition  of  his  occnpancy^  and 
if  from  being  advised  of  his  right  to  remain,  or  upon  the  information 
that  Shoemaker  had  failed  to  make  proof  and  was  not  going  to  return 
to  the  land  as  it  seems  Clark  learned,  he  changed  his  intention  and  de- 
termined to  remain  and  make  his  home  there,  the  tenancy  being  ended, 
be  could  by  '<  a  combination  of  act  and  intent  on  his  part,  the  act  of  oc- 
cupying and  living  upon  the  tract  and  the  intention  of  making  the  same 
his  home  to  the  exclusion  of  a  home  elsewhere,"  make  a  legal  settle- 
ment See  West  v.  Owen  (4  L.  D.,  412).  This  the  testimony  shows  he 
did— he  did  remain  on  the  land — and  he  swears  that  his  intention  in  so 
remaining  was  to  make  his  home  there  to  the  exclusion  of  one  else« 
where,  and  in  this  he  is  corroborated  by  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case. 
This  eliminates  from  the  case  the  question  which  is  made  by  counsel, 
to  wit,  whether  Clark  tiled  in  time  under  the  statute.  Shoemaker  fixes 
his  visit  February  9th,  Clark  says  he  made  settlement  on  the  10th.  He 
is  probably  correct  as  to  the  day,  as  Shoemaker  is  an  intelligent  man 
and  probably  gave  the  date  correctly.  This  would  seem  to  settle  this 
case,  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  Clark  never  had  in  contemplation 
the  NW.  i  of  SB.  i  or  NB.  ^of  SW.  i  but  only  the  two  "  forty  acre  lots  " 
on  which  he  had  made  his  improvements  and  while  his  declaratory 
statement  covers  the  tracts  mentioned,  I  do  not  think  his  settlement  in 
fact  included  them.  Tour  decision  is  modified  as  follows :  The  home- 
stead entry  of  Martin  for  the  SB.  J  NW,  J  and  SW.  |  of  NB.  i  of  said 
section  28,  will  be  canceled  and  the  proof  of  Clark  as  to  these  tracts 
accepted.  The  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  of  Clark  for  the 
NE.  ^  of  SW.  i  and  NW.  |  of  SB.  i  of  said  section  will  be  canceled  and 
the  proof  of  Martin  accepted  for  said  tract. 


nOMESTBAB  CONTEST-SUFFICIENCY  OF  CHARGE— EVIDENCE. 

Mo  K ANN  V.  Hatten. 

The  testimony  in  a  case  should  be  confined  to  the  charge  as  laid  in  the  affidavit  of 

contest. « 
A  contest  must  fail  if  the  charge  as  laid  therein  is  not  established  by  a  preponderance 

of  the  evidence. 

Urst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  tlie  General 

Land  Office^  July  21, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  E.  McKaun  v.  Sasan  Hatten  on 
appeal  by  the  latter  from  yonr  decision  of  June  30,  1888,  affirming  the 
decision  of  the  local  officers  holding  for  cancellation  her  homestead 
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entry  for  the  N W.  |  of  Sec.  35,  T.  31  K,  R.  46  W.,  Valentine   land  dis- 
trict, Nebraska. 

On  June  G,  1884,  she  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract,  and  on 
December  7, 1885,  McKann  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same 
alleging,  as  the  only  ground  thereof,  ^^  that  the  said  Susan  Hatten  has 
not  settled  upon  said  tract  as  required  by  law." 

Notice  of  the  contest  was  given  by  personal  service.  The  charge 
contained  iu  th^  notice  was  ^^  For  abandoning  her  homestead."  The 
hearing  was  set  for  February  19, 1886.  The  parties  appeared  and  the 
contestee  by  her  counsel  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  cause  '^  for  the  rea- 
son that  contestant  has  not  served  notice  of  this  contest  upon  claimant  as 
required  by  law. " 

The  local  officers  disregarded  this  motion,  appointed  a  commissioner 
to  take  testimony  and  continued  the  hearing  nntil  August  19, 1886. 

Both  parties  appeared  before  the  commissioner ;  and  the  contestant 
offered  testimony  to  show  a  failure  to  establish  residence  on  the  land. 
This  testimony  was  objected  to  by  the  attorney  of  contestee. 

August  19,  1886,  the  day  of  hearing  the  attorney  for  Hatten  filed 
with  the  local  officers  a  brief  in  which  he  insisted  that — *^  the  only  alle- 
gation in  this  case  is  that  claimant  has  not  settled  upon  said  tract 
.  .  •  .  so  the  question  of  continuous  residence  can  not  be  called  in 
question  in  this  case."  He  insisted  that  only  such  testimony  as  related 
to  settlement  could  be  considered  and  '<  claimant  asks  the  register 
and  receiver  to  dismiss  this  contest. " 

The  local  officers  on  considering  the  testimony  found  that  ^^  the  alle- 
gations made  by  the  contestant  are  sustained  and  therefore  recom- 
mended that  the  entry  be  canceled. " 

From  this  decision  Hatten  appealed  to  your  office,  and  on  June  30, 
1888,  your  office,  decided  that  the  testimony  disproved  the  allegation 
of  contestant,  and  proceeding  you  say : — *'  Her  plea  of  poverty  although 
made  in  good  faith,  will  not  excuse  total  failure  to  establish  residence 
after  a  lapse  of  more  than  twenty  months  from  entry.  Said  entry  is 
therefore  held  for  cancellation  on  the  ground  of  such  failure.  * 

From  this  decision  Hatten  appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  testimony  shows  that  in  July  1885,  claimant  had  a  foundation  for 
a  dug-out  house  commenced  and  partly  excavated ;  that  she  had  a  log 
house  put  upon  the  land  during  the  same  month,  but  at  the  initiation  of 
the  contest  it  had  not  been  roofed  or  completed.  She  had  six  acres  of 
breaking  done,  and  during  the  summer  of  1885,  raised  crops  thereon; 
that  while  said  house  was  in  course  of  construction,  and  for  some  time 
during  the  summer  of  1885,  she  lived  in  a  tent  on  the  claim ;  that  she 
had  honsehold  furniture  in  the  tent  and  after  she  returned  to  Hay 
Springs  to  work,  she  occasionally  came  back  and  stayed  in  the  tent; 
she  worked  some  on  the  claim  during  the  summer  raising  vegetables, 
beans,  etc.  She  was  poor  and  during  the  summer  of  1885,  was  sick  a 
portion  of  the  time  confined  to  her  bed ;  she  worked  at  Hay  Springs, 
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eanicd  ber  living  by  washing,  and  spent  her  surplus  earnings — which 
were  not  mnch— in  improving  her  claim,  and  when  the  parties  went  to 
the  house  to  put  up  notice  of  contest,  the  house  was  roofed  but  not 
'<  chinked''  and  a  door  was  hung  therein,  but  the  house  was  not  yet 
made  habitable. 

The  contestant  resided  in  Sheridan  County,  Nebraska.  Was  an  at- 
torney-at-law,  and  appeared  in  his  own  behalf. 

The  affidavit  in  this  case  was  defective  and  uncertain,  and  the  nn- 
certainty  as  to  what  the  contestee  would  have  to  meet  was  increased 
by  the  charge  contained  in  the  notice,  and  by  the  want  of  action  by  the 
local  officers  on  the  motion  to  dismiss.  While  it  is  not  the  province  of 
this  Department  to  take  up  and  pass  upon  defects  in  pleadings  not 
noticed  or  waived  by  the  party  interested,  it  is  quite  apparent  that  this 
attorney  was  objecting  to  a  hearing  upon  the  affidavit  as  it  was  pre- 
sented. The  motion  to  dismiss  was  sufficient  to  csiU  the  attention  of 
the  local  officers  to  this  fact,  and  to  notify  them  that  counsel  was  not 
intending  to  waive  any  of  his  client's  rights,  yet  no  amendment  was 
made  to  the  affidavit,  and  the  contestant  launched  his  case  upon  the 
charge  therein  contained,  hence  the  testimony  should  have  been  con- 
fined to  that  charge.  *'The  admissibility  of  evidence  is  determined  by 
the  charge  under  investigation."    Prince  r.  Wads  worth  (5  L.  D.,  299). 

This  entryman  made  settlement  and  established  residence  upon  the 
land,  and  had  she  completed  her  house  and  moved  into  it,  there  could 
be  no  question  but  that  her  residence  would  have  dated  from  the  day 
she  moved  into  her  tent  upon  the  land.  In  Franklin  v»  Murch  (10  L. 
D.,  582)^  Tranklin  moved  into  a  tent  upon  the  land,  and  lived  there  un- 
til his  house  was  completed.  It  was  held  that — '^  Franklin  became  an 
actual  settler  the  instant  he  pitched  his  tent  upon  the  land,  with  the 
intention  of  making  it  his  home." 

It  appears  that  Miss  Hatten,  by  reason  of  poverty  and  sickness,  had 
not  finished  her  house  at  the  time  the  contest  affidavit  was  filed,  but 
she  appears  to  have  been  trying  to  complete  it,  as  she  had  it  ^^  roofed  " 
and  a  door  hung  when  the  parties  visited  it  to  put  up  notice  of  the  con- 
test. She  had  lived  on  the  land  a  part  of  the  summer  of  1885  beginning 
in  July,  and  had  raised  vegetables  in  a  garden  on  the  land,  but  she  bad 
been  at  Hay  Springs  some  time,  although  not  absent  from  the  land  six 
months,  when  the  contest  was  initiated. 

Your  decision  is  inconsistent  with  itself  and  in  conflict  with  the  uni- 
form decisions  of  this  Department.  You  say  the  testimony  disproves 
*'  the  allegations  of  contestant,"  but  yon  sustain  the  contest  and  hold 
the  entry  for  cancellation. 

*'  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  contestant  to  establish  his  charges 
by  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  and  bad  faith  can  not  be  imputed  to  a 
claimant  upon  mere  circumstances  of  suspicion."  Scott  v.  King  (9  L. 
I).,  299).  See  also  Neff  v.  Oowhick  (6  L.  D.^  6G0),  and  Tibergheim  t;, 
Spellner  (6  U  D.,  483). 
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Having  foaud  the  allegations  disproved,  there  was  nothing  remaining 
to  be  done  but  dismiss  the  contest.  The  entrymau  has  a  right  to  have 
his  case  tried  by  settled  rules  of  practice,  and  if  the  law  and  decisions 
are  disregarded,  every  entry  is  placed  in  jeopardy.  Adherence  to  law 
and  the  rules  of  practice  is  necessary  to  avoid  confusion  in  the  hearing 
of  causes  and  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  parties. 

Your  decision  is  reversed,  and  without  intimating  any  opinion  con- 
cerning the  acts  of  good  faith  or  rights  of  the  entryman,  or  as  to  how 
far  sickness  and  poverty  tend  to  excuse  absence  from  the  land,  I  find 
that  the  contestant  failed  to  establish  his  case  by  a  preponderance  of 
the  evidence  and  the  contest  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


PRACTICE-CEBTIOBABI-APPIilCATION. 

A.  B.  Cook. 

The  writ  of  certiorari  will  be  denied  if^  from  the  application  therefor.  It  is  apparent 
that  the  applicant's  appeal  if  before  the  Department  woald  be  dismissed. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  21, 

1890. 

A.  B.  Gook  has  filed  a  petition  asking  that  the  papers  in  the  matter 
of  his  application  to  enter  the  NE.  \  8E.  i  Sec.  17,  T.  13  N.,  E.  19  W., 
Helena,  Montana,  be  certified  to  the  Department  for  consideration  and 
action. 

It  appears  that  on  November  20, 1889,  Gook  applied  to  enter  said  tract 
under  the  homestead  law  which  application  was  rejected  by  the  local 
officers  for  the  reason  that  the  tract  was  within  the  granted  limits  of 
the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Gompany,  and  had  passed 
to  said  company  under  its  grant.  On  appeal  your  office  on  March  4> 
1890,  found  that  the  land  was  within  said  limits;  that  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route  was  filed  on  February  21, 1872,  notice,  of  which  was  received 
at  the  local  office  on  May  6, 1872;  that  one  Amelia  Esch  on  Febraary 
28, 1872,  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  tract  alleging  settlement  on 
the  2nd  of  the  same  month ;  that  the  line  of  road  was  definitely  located 
on  July  6, 1882,  and  concluded  that  the  claim  of  Esch  excepted  the  land 
from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  route,  but  that  as  it  did 
not  appear  there  was  any  adverse  claim  to  the  tract  at  definite  location, 
nor  was  any  alleged  by  Gook,  the  land  passed  to  the  company  at  that 

time. 
It  further  appears  that  on  March  17, 1890,  Gook  filed  in  your  office  a 

waiver  of  his  right  of  appeal  from  said  decision,  whereupon  the  case  was 
regularly  closed  upon  the  records;  that  on  May  12th  following  he  filed 
notice  of  appeal  from  said  decision,  in  which  he  set  out  that  since  he 
filed  the  waiver  of  his  right  of  appeal,  one  Patrick  H.  Mahoney  had  ap- 
plied to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land|  alleging 
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on  oath  that  at  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  ou  general  ronte  and  of  the 
definite  location,  the  tract  was  occupied  by  certain  described  pre-emp- 
tion claimants;  that  he,  Cook,  was  ignorant  of  the  facts  so  alleged  by 
Mahoney,  ^<  and  is  not  now  advised  as  to  the  truth  "  of  the  same,  but 
that  if  said  allegations  are  true  he  is  advised  and  believes  that  the  laud 
did  not  pass  to  said  company.  He  therefore  concludes  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  tract,  and  withdraws  said  waiver. 

It  further  appears  that  your  office  ou  May  26, 1800,  refused  to  enter- 
tain the  appeal  for  the  reason  that  the  case  had  been  closed  on  the  filing 
of  said  waiver.    Thereupon  this  petition  was  filed. 

It  does  not  seem  necessary  to  consider  the  question  whether  under  all 
circumstances  said  waiver  would  have  terminated  the  right  of  appeal 
even  in  the  presence  of  another  applicant  for  the  land.  The  writ  of 
certiorari  will  be  deified  however  if  on  the  showing  made  it  is  apparent 
that  the  applicant's  appeal,  if  before  the  Department,  would  be  dis- 
missed. Eudolph  Wurlitzer  (6  L.  D.,  315).  It  should  be  premised 
that  the  case  made  here  must  stand  upon  its  own  merits,  independent 
of  that  made  by  Mahoney.  Tour  office  found  that  ^^  it  does  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  claim  for  the  land  "  at  definite  location,  <^  neither  is 
any  alleged  by  applicant."  This  finding  is  in  no  manner  questioned 
by  Cook.  He  entirely  fails  to  aver  that  there  was  any  claim  to  the  tract 
adverse  to  that  of  the  company,  at  date  of  definite  location.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  such  claim  the  tract  would  pass  to  the  company  under  its  grant. 
Cook  refers  to  certain  allegations  as  made  by  Mahoney,  but  does  not 
even  adopt  them  as  his  own,  on  the  contrary  he  distinctly  says  he  is 
<^  not  now  advised  of  the  truth  of  such  allegations.  Were  the  case 
here  on  appeal  with  no  allegation  to  contradict  the  finding  of  fact 
of  your  office  upon  which  the  decision  rested,  the  appeal  would  be  dis- 
missed. Under  the  ruling  above  cited  that  disposition  will  be  made  of 
this  application  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


OKLAHOMA    J^ANDS-GENERAL    CIRCULAR. 

Department  op  the  Interior, 

Generai^  Land  Opfice, 
Washington,  D.  0.,  July  21,  1800. 
Ebgisters  and  Receivers, 

U.  8.  Land  Offices,  Oklatioma  Territory. 

Gentlemen  :  The  18th,  10th,  20th,  2l8t,  22nd,  23d,  24th  and  25th 
sections  of  an  act  of  Congress,  approved  May  2,  1800,  entitled  '<  An  act 
to  provide  a  temporary  government  for  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  to 
enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  court  in  the  Indian  Terri- 
tory, and  for  other  purposes,''  embrace  provisions  for  the  disposal  of 
certain  land  therein  designated. 

None  of  said  lauds  are  oow  open  to  settlement  except  what  is  known 
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as  the  '<  Public  Land  Strip,"  and  the  lands  described  in  the  President's 
proclamation  of  March  23,  1889,  but  due  notice  will  be  given  when  the 
other  tracts  mentioned  are  open  to  settlement. 

All  of  said  lands  have  been  surveyed  except  the  '^  Public  Land  Strip" 
and  that  is  now  being  surveyed.  You  will  be  supplied  with  the  town 
ship  plats,  tract  books,  blank  forms,  official  circulars,  and  other  requi- 
sites for  the  proper  transaction  of  your  business  in  connection  therewith. 

The  statute  contains  some  provisions  which  are  applicable  to  all  of 
the  lands  described  therein  as  being  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma, 
while  other  provisions  are  applicable  only  to  certain  tracts.  The  gen- 
eral provisions  are  as  follows : 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS. 

Sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  each  township  in  the  Territory  are 
reserved  for  school  purposes,  and  all  tracts  of  land  in  said  Territory 
which  have  been  set  apart  for  school  purposes,  to  educational  societies, 
or  missionary  boards  at  work  among  the  Indians,  are  not  oi)en  to  settle 
ment,  but  are  granted  to  the  respective  educational  societies,  or  mis- 
sionary boards  for  whose  use  the  same  has  been  set  apart  It  is  your 
duty,  in  refere  nee  to  the  latter  reservation,  to  inform  yourselves  as  to 
what  tracts  are  covered  by  said  provision,  and  advise  the  proi)er  parties 
that  for  the  better  protection  of  their  rights,  they  should  at  once  take 
steps  to  put  their  claims  of  record,  so  that  your  tract  books  and  the 
records  of  this  office  will  show  said  reservations.  The  remainder  of  the 
lands  are  made  subject  to  entry  by  actnal  settlers  under  the  general 
homestead  laws  with  certain  modifications. 

Your  attention  is  directed  to  the  general  circular  issued  by  this  office 
January  1, 1889,  pages  13  to  30  inclusive,  42  to  57  inclusive,  and  SG  to 
90  inclusive,  as  containing  the  homestead  laws  and  official  regulations 
thereunder.  These  laws  and  regulations  will  control  your  action,  but 
modified  by  the  special  provisions  of  the  a3t  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat. 
854)  (see  circular  of  March  8, 1889,  8  L.  D.,  314),  and  the  act  of  May  26, 
1890,  (see  circular  of  June  25,  1890,  10  L.  D.,  687),  and  the  special  pro- 
visions of  this  act  as  hereinafter  specified. 

The  provision  in  section  20,  that  all  homestead  entries  for  lands  within 
said  Territory  shall  be  in  square  form  as  nearly  as  may  be,  has  refer- 
ence to  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  homestead  laws  generally,  con- 
templating entries  by  quarter  sections  which  are  in  square  form,  when 
this  is  practicable,  but  not  requiring  it  as  an  absolute  rule,  and  permit- 
ting entries  to  be  made  of  different  tracts  to  make  up  the  full  quantity 
allowed  and  intended  to  be  entered.  When  this  is  the  case  it  is  required 
that  the  tracts  shall  be  contiguous  to  each  other,  so  as  to  form  one  bod^" 
of  land,  although  not  in  strictly  square  form,  and  in  such  cases  the 
ruling  to  that  effect  should  be  applied  as  given  on  page  45  of  circular 
of  January  1,  1889. 

^o  person  yf\xq  sh^U  ^t  tbe  time  l^  Beized  |u  fj^e  simple  of  a  |)undfe4 
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and  sixty  acres  of  land  in  any  State  or  Territory,  will  be  entitled  to 
enter  land  in  said  Territory. 

The  statute  provides  that  sections  2304  and  2305  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  (see  pages  24,  25  and  26  of  said  circular  of  January  1, 1889), 
shall,  except  as  to  the  modifications  contained  in  the  act,  apply  to  all 
homestead  settlements  in  the  Territory,  but  makes  no  mention  of  sections 
2306  and  2307  thereof,  under  which  soldiers  and  sailors,  their  widows  and 
orphan  children,  are  permitted,  with  regard  to  the  public  lands  gener- 
ally, to  make  additional  entries  in  certain  cases,  free  from  the  require- 
ment of  actual  settlement  on  the  entered  tract.  (See  pages  26  and  27 
of  said  circalar).  It  is,  therefore,  held  that  soldiers'  or  sailors'  addi- 
tional entries  cannot  be  made  on  these  lands  under  said  sections  2306 
and  2307,  unless  the  party  claiming  will,  in  addition  to  the  proof  re- 
quired on  pages  26  and  27  of  said  circular,  make  affidavit  that  the 
entry  is  made  for  actual  settlement  and  cultivation,  according  to  section 
2291,  as  modified  by  sections  2304  and  2305  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
and  the  prescribed  proof  of  compliance  therewith  will  be  required  to  be 
produced,  and  the  additional  payment  in  cases  where  the  same  is  pre- 
scribed by  this  act  will  be  required  to  be  made  before  the  issue  of  the 
final  certificate. 

The  statute  reserves  public  highways  four  rods  wide  ^^  between  each 
section"  of  land  in  the  Territory,  but  provides  that  no  deduction  shall 
be  made,  where  cash  payments  are  provided  for,  in  the  purchase  money 
on  account  of  such  reservation. 

Settlement  in  the  interest  of  another  or  others,  is  prohibited  and  a 
penalty  provided  for  the  violation  of  said  provisions. 

In  allowing  townsite  entries  you  will  be  guided  by  the  circulars  of  in- 
structions issued  by  the  Department  under  dates  of  June  18, 1890  (10 
L.  D.,  366),  and  July  18,  1890,  11  L.  D.,  68,  so  far  as  applicable,  and 
such  further  instructions  as  may  be  hereafter  issued. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS. 

The  special  provisions  which  are  applicable  to  certain  of  the  lauds 
bat  not  to  all  are  as  lollows : 

It  is  provided  in  the  statute  that  section  2301  of  the  lievised  Statutes 
shall  not  apply  to  any  of  the  lauds  mentioned  in  sections  18  and  21  of 
said  act.  (See  pages  19  and  88  of  said  circular  of  January  1, 1880.) 
Therefore,  entries  made  thereon  will  not  be  subject  to  commutation 
under  that  section. 

PUBLIC  LAND   STRIP. 

Actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  the  act,  upon  the  lands  known  as  the 
'*  Public  Ijand  Strip  "  will  be  allowed  the  preference  right  to  enter  the 
lands  upon  which  they  have  settled  under  the  homestead  laws,  but  they 
are  not  permitted  to  receive  credit  for  more  than  two  years  residence 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  act. 
2497— VOI4 11 6 
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LANDS  ACQUIRED  FROM  MUSCOQEE  AND  SEMINOLE  INDIANS. 

The  lands  acquired  by  the  cession  of  the  Mascogee  (or  Greek)  Nation 
of  Indians,  and  from  the  Seminole  Nation  of  Indians  by  release  and  con- 
veyance, are  made  subject  to  entry  under  the  provision  of  sections  12, 
13  and  14,  of  the  act  pf  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat.,  1004)  (See  circnlar  of 
April  1, 1889,  8  L.  D.,  336),  and  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  1,  1889 
(25  Stat.,  759),  which  reads  as  follows : 

That  the  lands  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  said  agreement  shaU  be  a  part 
of  the  public  domain,  but  they  shall  only  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
regulating  homestead  entries,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  one 
qualified  claimant.  And  the  provisions  of  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  one  of 
t)ie  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  shall  not  apply  to  any  lands  acquired  under 
said  agreement.  Any  person  who  may  enter  upon  any  part  of  said  lands  in  said 
agreement  mentioned  prior  to  the  time  that  the  same  are  opened  to  settlement  by  act 
of  Congress,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  occupy  or  to  make  entry  of  such  lands  or  lay 
any  claim  thereto. 

Said  lands  are  described  as  follows : 

Beginning  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Greek  country,  thence  fol- 
lowing the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Territory  to  the  Canadian  river, 
thence  following  the  Canadian  river  to  the  western  boundary  of  the 
Territory,  thence  north  along  said  western  boundary  to  the  south  line 
of  what  is  known  as  the  Cherokee  lands  lying  west  of  the  Arkansas  Bi  ver, 
or  as  the  ^^  Cherokee  Outlet,"  thence  east  along  said  line  extended  to 
the  place  of  beginning. 

Each  settler  upon  said  lands  will  be  required,  when  he  tenders  his 
final  proof,  to  make  payment,  in  addition  to  the  fee  and  commissions 
ordinarily  required  in  homestead  entries,  of  the  sum  of  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre  for  the  land  so  taken  by  him. 

In  addition  to  the  instructions  hereinbefore  given  as  being  applicable 
to  all  of  the  lands  within  said  Territory,  you  will  be  guided  by  the  in- 
structions contained  in  the  circular  of  this  office  dated  April  1, 1889 
(8  L.  D.,  336),  in  allowing  entries  for  these  lands,  but  in  the  affidavit 
required  by  the  second  paragraph  of  the  third  section  of  said  circular, 
you  will  require  to  be  inserted,  the  date  upon  which  the  lands  entered 
are  open  to  settlement,  in  lieu  of  the  date  there  given. 

OTHER  LANDS  NOW  OCCUPIED  BY  ANY  INDIAN  TRIBE. 

Entry  for  other  lands  within  said  Territory,  now  occupied  by  any 
Indian  tribe,  which  shall,  by  operation  of  law  or  proclamation  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  be  opened  to  settlement,  will  be  allowed 
under  the  homestead  laws,  excepting  section  2301  thereof,  but  each 
settler  will  be  required,  when  he  tenders  his  final  proof,  to  make  pay- 
ment, in  addition  to  the  fee  and  commissions  ordinarily  required  to  be 
paid  in  homestead  entries,  of  a  sum  per  acre  equal  to  the  amount  per  acre 
which  is  paid  for  the  relinquishment  of  the  Indian  title,  but  in  no  case 
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shall  sach  payment  be  less  than  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
acre. 

In  allowing  entries  for  snch  lands,  you  will  be  guided  by  the  instruc- 
tions hereinbefore  given  as  applicable  to  all  lands  within  said  Territory. 

LANDS  DESCRIBED  IN  PRESIDENT'S  PROCLAMATION  OF  MARCH  23,  1889. 

Section  21  of  said  act  allows  parties  who  have  settled  upon  the  lands 
described  in  the  President's  proclamation  of  March  23,  1889,  to  obtain 
patent  therefor,  twelve  months  from  date  of  locating  upon  said  home- 
stead, by  showing  a  compliance  with  all  the  laws  relating  to  snch 
homestead  settlement  and  paying  for  the  lands  so  entered  at  the  rate 
of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre.  Applicants  to  purchase 
under  this  provision  will  be  required  to  furnish  evidence  of  naturaliza- 
tion^ the  same  as  in  five  year  proof. 

Applications  to  purchase,  under  this  section,  will  be  made  upon  form 
44)01.  Such  applications  the  register  will  retain  in  his  office.  See 
section  2355,  Kevised  Statutes. 

A  cash  certificate  and  receipt — forms  4-189  and  4-131,  respectively — 
will  be  issued,  if  the  proof  is  satisfactory,  and  the  same  will  be  reported 
upon  the  regular  abstract  of  lands  sold.  The  proof  and  final  affidavit, 
in  such  cases,  will  be  made  upon  the  regular  homestead  blanks,  modi- 
fied as  the  circumstances  required. 

GREER  COUNTY. 

The  statute  provides  for  the  final  adjudication  of  the  controversy  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Texas,  regarding  the  owner- 
ship of  what  is  known  as  Greer  county.  Appropriate  instructions  will 
be  issued  in  the  event  that  said  lands  are  decided  to  belong  to  the 
Uuited  States. 

CASH  PAYMENTS. 

In  entries  for  lands,  where  a  cash  payment  is  required  to  be  made,  in 
addition  to  the  fee  and  commissions  ordinarily  required  in  homestead 
entries,  said  amount  should  not  be  collected  when  the  original  entry  is 
made,  but  is  required  to  be  paid  when  final  proof  is  tendered. 
Very  respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Groff, 

Coinmissioner. 

Approved, 
John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary^ 
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PRACTICE-APPEAL-INTERLOCUTORY  ORDER. 

Bowman  v.  Snipes. 

An  appeal  will  not  lie  from  an  intorlooatory  order  of  the  local  office. 

First  Assistajit  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  July  22,  1890. 

October  17, 1882,  Jesse  L.  Soipes  made  timber-cultare  eotry  No.  63, 
for  the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  22,  T.  121  N.,  E.  78  W.,  AberdeeD,  Dakota.  Sep- 
tember 27,  1887,  Fred  J.  Bowman  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  charging 
failure  to  comply  with  the  law  daring  the  third  and  foarth  years  after 
entry. 

Notice  was  issued,  and  the  hearing  set  for  December  27, 1887.  Oc^ 
tober  26th  previous  to  the  day  set  for  trial  contestant  filed  additional 
affidavit,  alleging  failure  to  comply  with  the  law  during  the  fifth  year 
after  entry,  and  the  26th  of  December  was  set  for  the  hearing  of  this 
last  affidavit. 

November  14, 1887,  contestant  filed  an  affidavit,  setting  forth  the  in- 
convenience and  expense  of  bringing  witnesses  to  Aberdeen,  and  there- 
upon the  register  directed  depositions  to  be  taken  before  J.  M.  Paul,  a 
notary  public,  at  Bowdle,  Dakota.  The  taking  of  these  depositions  was 
continued  several  time^  by  consent  and  stipulation  of  counsel,  and  on 
May  15, 1888,  the  day  last  set  for  taking  the  depositions,  defendant, 
Snipes,  did  not  appear  before  the  notary,  but  instead  filed  an  affidavit 
before  the  register  and  receiver,  stating  that  ^<  on  the  13th  he  had  been 
informed  that  contestant  would  not  prosecute  the  case  further,  and  so 
he  had  advised  his  witnesses  that  they  need  not  go  to  Bowdle."  He 
further  stated  in  said  affidavit  that  most  of  his  witnesses  were  in  Aber- 
deen, and  that  it  would  be  expensive  for  him  to  go  to  Bowdle,  and  he 
asked  that  the  case  might  be  continued  until  May  22, 1888,  and  heard 
at  the  land  office  in  Aberdeen.  This  was  granted  by  the  register,  and 
a  telegram  sent  to  Paul,  the  notary,  informing  him  of  this  action. 

The  reasons  assigned  by  the  register,  in  his  letter  forwarding  the 
record,  for  this  order,  are  that  '^  this  case  had  already  occasioned  a  great 
deal  of  unnecessary  trouble  and  annoyance  to  the  local  office,  and  the 
further  fact  that  cases  sent  away  from  the  local  office  are  invariably  re- 
turned in  bad  shape,  unwarranted  orders  made  and  entered  of  record, 
and  the  testimony  taken  in  such  manner  as  to  be  unintelligible.'' 

From  this  order  of  the  register.  Bowman  appealed,  and  your  office 
sustained  his  appeal  and  directed  the  hearing  of  testimony  before  the 
notary  at  Bowdle. 

From  this  decision  Snipes  appeals  to  this  Department. 

Eule  43  of  Practice  provides: — "Appeals from  the  final  action  orde- 
cisions  of  registers  and  receivers  lie  in  ever^^  case  to  the  Commissioner 
pf  the  General  Land  Office,"  which  would  seem  to  imply  that  it  is  only 
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in  cases  of  final  action  or  decision  of  tbose  officers  that  appeals  will  lie. 
And  it  stands  to  reason  that  such  shoald  be  the  case  to  avoid  the  i>etty 
annoyances,  of  cumbering  the  record,  clogging  the  progress  of  the 
trial,  and  delaying  the  expeditions  disposition  of  the  case  by  the  party 
aggrieve<l  appealing  from  every  adverse  ruling.  No  appeal  will  lie 
from  an  interlocntory  order  of  the  local  office.  Horn  v.  Burnett,  9  L.  D., 
252.  The  rule  is  the  same  in  relation  to  appeals  from  interlocutary  de- 
cisions of  the  General  Land  Office.    Jones  v.  Campbell,  7  L.  D.,  404. 

The  contest  will  proceed  according  to  the  direction  of  the  register, 
and  if  the  decision  should  be  adverse  to  the  contestant,  on  appeal  to 
the  General  Land  Office  from  the  final  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  all 
matters  in  controversy  including  the  order  now  complained  of,  will  be 
reviewed  by  your  office,  and  if  it  is  found  that  any  material  rights  of 
contestant  have  been  denied  him  thereby,  he  will  be  granted  all  proper 
relief  on  his  appeal. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


RAILIlOAI>  GRANT— ACT  OP  APRIL  »!,  1876. 

Knapp  V,  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

An  entry  made  in  {rood  faith  by  an  actual  settler  withiu  tUe  limits  of  a  railroad  graut 
prior  to  the  time  when  notice  of  withdrawal  is  received  at  the  local  office,  and 
under  which  duo  compliance  with  law  is  shown,  is  contirme;!  by  section  1,  of  the 
act  of  April  21,  1876,  and  the  cancellation  of  such  entry,  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  will  not  defeat  the  confirmatory  operation  thereof. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissions  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  23, 

1890. 

On  Aup^nst  27, 1870,  Gornelins  Knapp  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
8  i  NB  J  and  NE  i  SE  i,  Sec.  17,  T.  9  N.  E.  2  W,  Vancouver,  Wash- 
ington, which  is  withiL  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  B.  E.  Co.,  as  shown  by  map  of  general  route  filed  August  13, 
1870,  and  of  map  of  definite  location  filed  September  13, 1873. 

The  notice  of  withdrawal  was  received  at  the  local  ofiice  October  19, 
1870. 

The  right  of  the  road  having  attached  prior  to  the  allowance  of 
Knapp's  entry,  be  was  on  July  12, 1873  notified  that  it  would  be  can- 
celed if  it  was  found,  upon  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  to  fall  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant. 

After  the  definite  location  of  the  road  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  was 
passed  (18  Stat.  194)  providing  that  where  lauds,  granted  to  any  rail- 
road company,  be  found  in  the  possession  of  actual  settlers  whose  filing 
or  entry  had  been  allowed  subsequent  to  the  time  when  by  the  decision 
of  the  land  department  the  right  of  the  company  was  declared  to  be- 
come attached,  the  company  shall  upon  filing  proper  relinquishment  of 
its  claim,  be  allowed  to  select  other  land  in  lien  thereof. 
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Knapp  was  advised  of  the  provisions  of  said  act  and  was  allowed  thirty 
days,  within  which  to  show  his  connection  with  the  land,  and  to  make 
the  necessary  application  to  the  company.  Failing  to  comply  with  said 
Conditions  his  entry  was  canceled  August  30, 1875,  and  on  December  3, 
1884,  the  company  listed  the  land  but  it  has  not  been  certified. 

On  December  20, 1888,  Knapp  filed  an  application  for  the  re-instate- 
ment  of  his  entry,  supported  by  affidavits  showing  that  he  began  to 
improve  the  tract  about  the  month  of  September  1870,  built  a  comfort- 
able dwelling  house  twenty-four  by  twenty-eight  feet,  and  on  or  about 
the  first  day  of  February  1871  occupied  said  dwelling  with  his  family 
'^  and  that  he  has  ever  since  resided  thereon  with  his  family,  and  made 
the  same  his  exclusive  and  continuous  home  and  now  resides  thereon." 
The  affidavits  also  show  that  he  continued  to  improve  and  cultivate  the 
tract  from  the  date  of  his  settlement  in  1870  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
said  application,  to  wit :  December  18, 1888. 

Your  office  held  that  a  homestead  claim  existing  prior  to  the  receipt 
of  notice  of  withdrawal  at  the  local  office  iB  confirmed  by  the  act  of 
April  21,  1876  (19  Stat,  35).  The  entry  of  Knapp  was  therefore  re- 
instated and  the  selection  by  the  company  held  for  cancellation.  From 
this  decision  the  company  appealed  alleging  the  following  grounds  of 
error: 

I.  Error  to  nile  that  the  homestead  claim  of  Knapp  is  cod  firmed  under  the  act  of 
21,  April  1876. 

II.  Error  not  to  have  ruled  that  Knapp  having  failed  to  avail  himself  of  the  priv- 
ilege accorded  him  hy  lett*^T  of  March  29,  1873,  and  by  permitting  his  entry  to  be 
canceled  his  case  is  *  res  adjudicala '  and  cannot  be  re-opened. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  April  21, 1876  provides 

That  all  pre-emption  and  homestead  entries,  or  entries  in  compliance  with  any  law 
of  the  United  States,  of  the  public  lands,  made  in  good  faith,  by  actnal  s  ttlen, 
upon  tracts  of  land  of  not  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  each,  within  the 
limits  of  any  land-grant,  prior  to  the  time  when  notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands 
embraced  in  such  grant  was  received  at  the  local  laud-office  of  the  district  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated,  or  after  their  restoration  to  market  by  order  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  and  where  the  pre-emption  and  homestead  laws  have  been  complied  with, 
and  proper  proofs  thereof  have  been  made  by  the  parties  holding  such  tracts  or  par- 
cels, they  shall  be  confirmed,  and  patents  for  the  same  shall  issue  to  the  parties  en- 
titled thereto. 

It  is  evident  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  this  act  to  confirm  all  entries 
of  lands  within  the  limits  of  anj'  land  grant,  ma<le  in  good  faith  by 
actual  settlers,  prior  to  the  time  when  notice  of  withdrawal  was  received 
at  the  local  land  office,  where  the  homestead  or  preemption  laws  have 
been  complied  with,  and  such  entries  serve  to  except  such  tracts  from 
the  operation  of  withdrawal — so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  original  entry- 
man  are  effected  thereby — as  if  the  settlement  or  entry  had  been  made 
prior  to  the  date  of  withdrawal.  If  excepted  from  withdrawal  for  the 
benefit  of  such  entrymen,  they  were  also  excepted  from  the  grant  upon 
definite  location,  provided  the  entryman  continued  to  comply  with  the 
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preemption  or  honiestea<l  laws  as  to  residence,  cultivation  and  itn- 
proYement.  Therefore  the  material  question  in  tbis  case  is  whether  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Knapp  for  the  reason  that  he  had  failed  -to 
seenre  the  relinqnishment  of  the  company  nnder  the  act  of  June  22, 
1874,  is  res  adjudieata  and  takes  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  act 
of  April  21,  1876. 

While  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  is  entitled  <<An  act  for  the  relief  of 
settlers  on  the  public  lands  "  the  relief  contemplated  by  the  act  can  only 
be  obtained  by  the  will  and  action  of  the  company.  It  confers  npon 
the  railroad  company  the  right  to  relinquish  their  title  to  such  lands  as 
were  occupied  by  settlers  at  the  date  the  rights  of  the  company  at- 
tached, and  to  select  others  in  lieu  thereof.  The  settler  has  no  right 
nnder  the  act  that  he  could  enforce  against  the  company,  but  if  the 
company  failed  or  refused  to  relinquish,  the  entry  would  be  subject  to 
cancellation  whether  the  settler  took  action  or  not,  and  the  cancella- 
tion of  the  entry  in  this  case  upon  the  failure  to  act  did  not  change  the 
status  of  the  entry  so  far  as  it  affected  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

Subsequently  the  act  of  1876  was  passed  for  the  relief  of  such  settlers 
which  confirmed  these  entries,  and  so  far  as  it  affected  the  rights  of  the 
original  entryman  who  had  complied  with  the  pre-emption  or  homestead 
laws,  snch  entries  were  as  effective  to  except  the  tract  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  grant  for  all  time — as  if  the  entry  had  been  made — prior  to 
the  date  of  withdrawal. 

A  similar  question  was  involved  in  the  case  of  Southern  Minnesota  R. 
B.  Go.  V.  Bottomly  (4  L.  D.  208).  In  that  case  the  land  office  in  a  contest 
between  the  company  and  the  entryman  held  the  entry  for  cancellation, 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  October  23, 1874,  on  appeal  by 
Bottomly.  Execution  of  this  decision  was  however  suspended  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  company  would  relinquish  nnder  the  act  of  June  22, 
1874.  The  company  on  November  3, 1874  refused  to  relinquish,  and  no 
other  action  was  taken  in  the  matter  until  June  5, 1877,  when  Bottomly 
inquired  about  the  tract  and  was  informed  that  he  would  be  allowed 
thirty  days  to  obtain  the  relinqnishment  of  the  company.  No  relin- 
puishment  was  obtained,  but — the  cancellation  of  his  entry  not  having 
been  entered  in  the  local  office — he  was  permitted  to  make  proof  and 
receive  final  certificate.  Subsequently  he  applied  for  patent  and  it  was 
upon  this  application  that  the  decision  of  your  office  was  made  from 
which  the  appeal  was  taken  when  it  last  came  before  the  Department. 

It  was  contended  by  the  company  that  the  Department  had  by  its  de- 
cision of  October  23, 1874,  declared  that  it  was  not  a  competent  entry 
to  defeat  the  grant,  and  that  question  was  res  adjudieata.  But  upon 
this  question  the  Secretary  said: 

Bat  for  one  thing  the  mle  invoked  would  be  applicable  and  operative,  and  the  jndg- 
meiit  of  1874  wonld  stand.  That  one  tbinfi:  waa  the  passage  of  the  remedial  act  of 
1876  (cited  supra)  pending  the  execation  of  the  judgment.  That  act  took  hold  of  and 
became  operative  upon  all  cases  within  its  pnrview,  which  at  the  date  of  its  passage 
bad  not  been  finally  and  fnlly  disposed  of. 
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It  is  true  that  iii  the  case  cited  it  is  said  that  although  the  '^juagrment 
had  been  rendered,  it  was,  and  still  is  unexecuted,"  aud  that  ^Hhe  entry 
is  still  of  record."  But  I  cannot  see  that  this  would  in  anywise  affect 
the  question.  In  both  cases  the  judgment  of  cancellation  had  been 
rendered,  but  in  neither  case  was  the  land  certified  to  the  company  and 
the  failure  to  make  the  entrv  of  cancellation  on  the  records  of  the  local 
office  did  not  diminish  the  right  of  the  road  in  the  one  case,  nor  did  the 
entry  of  it  affect  the  right  of  the  settlement  in  the  other.  Nor  does  the 
fact  that  Bottomly  had  made  final  proof  and  received  final  certificate 
affect  the  question.  The  governing  principle  that  controls  in  both  cases 
is  that  as  to  such  settlers  who  had  complied  with  the  pre-emption  or  home- 
stead laws  as  to  residence  and  cultivation  the  tract  was  excepted  from 
the  operation  of  the  grant  as  effectually  as  if  the  entry  had  been  made 
prior  to  and  was  existing  at  date  of  withdrawal,  and  no  action  of  the 
land  office  short  of  certification  to  the  company,  would  be  such  an  exe- 
cution of  the  judgment  of  the  Department  as  to  withdraw  the  entry 
from  the  operation  of  the  act  of  1876. 

So  long  as  the  Department  has  jurisdiction  of  the  land  it  has  the 
right  to  re-instate  the  entry  and  to  allow  the  settler  to  make  compliance 
with  the  land  laws. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


nOMESTEAT>-SOLI>rER8'  DECIiAllATORY  STATEMENT. 

Levi  Wood. 

A  soldier's  homestead  declura  tory  statement  cannot  be  filed  for  nnsaireyed  land. 

Secretary  Noble  to   the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl  Land  Offiee^  July 

23,  1890. 

On  July  30,  1888,  Levi  Wood  applied  to  file  a  soldier's  declaratory 
statement  for  a  tract  of  unsurveyed  land  in  the  Buffalo,  Wyoming  laud 
district.  His  application  was  rejected  at  the  local  office  by  reason  of 
conflict  with  the  Fort  McKinney  military  reservation. 

On  appeal  by  Wood  your  office,  on  March  30,  1889,  without  consider- 
ing the  question  of  such  conflict,  affirmed  the  action  below  for  the  reason 
that  the  land  was  unsurveyed,  and  on  May  24th  following  your  office 
denied  a  motion  filed  by  Wood  for  a  review  of  its  said  former  decision. 
Wood  appeals. 

It  appears  that  the  tract  involved  lies  between  the  east  boundary  of 
the  said  military  reservation  and  the  sectional  survey,  showing  the  west 
lines  of  section  26  and  35,  T.  51  K,  B.  82  W. ;  that  said  tract  at  the  time 
^'  of  original  survey  was  supposed  to  be  within  the  limits  of  said  reser- 
vation and  so  marked  on  the  official  plats,"  and  that  from  a  recent  sar- 
vey  it  was  found  to  be  excluded  therefrom. 

By  section  2309  Bevised  Statutes  the  duly  qualified  soldier  is  per- 
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mitted  to  file  before  settlement  <<  a  declaratory  statemeDt  a«  in  pre- 
emption cases,"  and  required  within  six  months  thereafter  to  begin  bis 
settlement  and  improvement. 

An  entry  under  the  pre-emption  law  must  be  made  ^<  by  legal  sub- 
divisions." (Section  2259,  B.  S.)  The  declaratory  statement  upon 
which  said  entry  is  based  must  describe  in  like  manner  the  laud  so  en- 
tered. This  is  conclusively  shown  by  section  2266  B.  S.,  whereby  the 
pre-emption  settler  on  unsurveyed  land  is  required  to  file  such  state- 
ment within  three  months  after  the  receipt  of  the  township  plat  at  the 
local  office. 

The  soldiers  declaratory  statement  under  section  2309,  stipra  being 
the  same  ^^  as  in  pre-emption  cases  "  must  therefore  describe  in  accord- 
ance with  the  public  surveys  the  land  which  he  purposes  to  enter  under 
section  2^04  B.  S.,  whereby  his  entry  is  also  required  to  be  made  '^  ac- 
cording to  legal  subdivisions." 

The  appellant  has  made  no  settlement  on  the  land  and  (as  I  am  ad- 
vised by  your  office),  although  a  contract  for  the  survey  of  the  strip 
between  the  said  reservation  and  the  public  surveys  has  been  awarded, 
the  land  involved  is  still  unsurveyed. 

The  application  in  question  must  therefore  be  denied. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


BATLBOAD  GRANT—SBTTIiKMENT— ALIEX. 

Central  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Booth  et  al. 

The  settlement  and  resilience  of  an  alien  npon  landa  within  the  limite  of  a  railroad 
g^nt  does  not  except  the  lands  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July 

24,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  company  v. 
Henry  Booth  and  James  P.  Bobson,  as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the 
former  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated  April  5, 1886,  rejecting  its 
claim  to  the  E.  i  of  SE.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  7  N.,  B.  2  W.,  Salt  Lake  City  land 
office  Utah  Territory,  and  allowing  said  Bobson  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  said  tracts. 

The  record  shows  that  said  tracts  are  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to 
said  company  by  acts  of  Congress  approved  July  1, 1862,  and  July  2, 
1864  (12  Stat.,  489,  and  13  Stat.,  356),  the  right  of  which  is  held  to  have 
attached  to  the  granted  lands  on  October  20, 1868  (5  L.  D.,  661). 

On  March  16, 1869,  and  October  5, 1877,  the  township  plat  of  survey 
was  filed  in  the  local  land  office.  On  May  14, 1869,  one  Henry  Booth  filed 
his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement,  IsTo.  425,  for  said  tract  alleging 
settlement  thereon  April  15, 1858.  On  May  14, 1869,  Booth  also  filed 
his  declaration  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
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Tbe  company,  on  December  26,  1884,  made  application  to  have  said 
laud  patented  under  said  grant,  and  said  Booth  wiis  duly  notified  to  ap- 
\year  and  show  cause  why  said  application  should  uot  be  allowed. 

On  February  18, 1885,  said  Eobson  made  application  to  enter  said  tract 
under  the  homestead  law,  and  the  same  was  rejected  by  the  local  office. 

The  hearing  was  duly  had  on  February  19,  1885,  both  parties  being 
present.  Upon  the  evidence  submitted  the  local  land  officers  awarded 
said  land  to  the  company,  for  the  reason  that  at  the  date  when  the  right 
of  said  company  attached  to  its  granted  lands,  said  Booth  was  an  alien 
and  he  could  acquire  no  right  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  Unitecl 
States. 

On  appeal,  your  office  reversed  the  action  of  the  local  land  officers, 
holding  that  the  settlement  and  residence  of  said  Booth  at  the  date  when 
the  right  of  the  company  attached  served  to  except  the  land  covered 
thereby  from  said  grant ;  that  the  claim  of  the  company  must  be  re- 
jected, and  Bobson  allowed  to  enter  said  land. 

The  evidence  submitted  shows,  that  Booth  was  residing  on  said  land, 
with  his  family,  on  October  20, 1868,  and  continued  to  reside  thereon 
until  1870,  when  he  sold  his  improvements,  consisting  of  a  dwelling 
house  and  other  improvements,  all  valued  at  $700  or  $800.  It  also 
appears  that  Eobson  is  the  present  occupant  of  the  land  and  has  re- 
sided  thereon  since  the  spring  of  1874,  and  that  his  improvements  are 
worth  from  $1000  to  $1500. 

Tbe  sole  question  presented  in  the  record  is,  will  the  .settlement  and 
residence  of  an  alien  upon  lands  within  the  limits  of  said  grant  at  tbe 
date  of  the  definite  location  of  its  road  except  the  same  from  the  grant  f 
This  question  must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 

Section  three  of  said  act  of  July  1,  1862,  grants  to  said  company 
"  every  alternate  section  of  public  land  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to 
the  amount  of  five  alternate  sections  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  road, 
not  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and 
to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached  at 
the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed." 

Section  four  of  said  act  of  July  2, 1864,  enlarged  the  grant,  by  strik- 
ing out  the  word  "  five  ^  in  section  three  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1862,  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  *'  ten,"  and  provided  (inter  alia),  that 
<'  any  lands  granted  by  this  act,  or  the  act  to  which  this  is  an  amend- 
ment, shall  not  defeat  or  impair  any  pre-emption,  homestead,  swamp 
land,  or  other  lawful  claim." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  enlarging  act  expressly  provides  that 
the  claims  which  shall  not  be  impaired  are,  '^  pre-emption,  homestead, 
swamp  land  or  other  lawful  claim."  The  occupancy  of  land  by  an  alien 
can  not  be  considered  a  ^Mawful  claim,"  for  he  knows  that  an  alien  can 
not  acquire  title  to  land  from  the  United  States  under  the  settlement 
laws. 

It  was  expressly  ruled  by  this  Department,  in  the  case  of  Southern 
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Pacific  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Sannders  (6  L.  D.,  OS),  tbat  an  alien  can  acquire  no 
right  to  public  land  before  hUuf^  declaration  of  his  intention  to  become 
a  citizen.  See  also  Titamore  v.  Southern  Paciiic  R.  K.  (10  LD,  403). 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  your  office  was  erroneons, 
and  the  same  is  therefore  reversed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-FINAI.  PROOF  PROCEEDINGS. 

Florida  Ry.  and  Navigation  Co.  v.  Dodd. 

The  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  appear  in  response  to  a  published  notice  of  in- 
tention to  submit  final  proof  precludes  its  denial  of  the  correctness  of  the  case  as 
made  by  the  record,  but  forfeits  no  right  to  which  it  is  entitled  nnder  the  law 
as  shown  by  the  record. 

No  rights  can  be  acquired  by  entry  or  settlement  upon  lands  that  were  free  at  date  of 
definite  location,  and  passed  thereby  nnder  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  July 

24,  1890. 

I  have  before  me  the  appeal  of  the  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation 
Company  from  yoar  office  decision  of  May  7, 1887,  holding  for  confir- 
mation William  0.  Dodd's  pre-emption  cash  entry,  made  October  28, 
1881,  for  the  NE.  \  NE.  \  Sec.  23 ;  S.  ^  SW.  i  Sec.  13,  and  8E.  J  SE.  \, 
Sec.  14,  T.  18  S.,  B.  22  E.,  Gainesville  district,  Florida. 

The  tracts  in  the  odd-nnmbered  sections  are  within  the  six  mile  pri- 
mary limits  of  the  grant  claimed  by  the  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation 
Company  (successors  to  the  Atlantic,  Onlf  and  West  India  Transit 
Company),  between  Waldo  and  Tampa. 

The  records  show  that  one  Daniel  F.  Perry  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  land  in  qnestiou  May  24, 1877,  which  was  canceled  June  30, 1880, 
also,  that  William  0.  Dodd  (the  appellant  here)  filed  declaratory  state- 
ment on  said  land,  November  24,  alleging  settlement  November  19, 
1883.  No  other  entry  or  filing  appears  to  have  been  made  therefor, 
except  the  entry  now  nnder  consideration. 

No  appearance  was  made  in  behalf  of  the  railroad  company  to  con- 
test the  claim  of  Dodd,  in  response  to  the  published  and  posted  notice 
of  his  intention  to  make  final  proof.  Your  office  held  that  <<  by  such 
failure  to  appear,  said  company  waived  whatever  claim  it  might  other- 
wise have  asserted  in  the  premises,  and  is  barred  from  objecting  to 
BQbsequeot  action  on  the  entry  in  this  (your)  office." 

There  is  no  donbt  that  by  its  **  failure  to  appear,''  when  it  had  its 
"  day  in  court,''  the  company,  like  any  other  defaulting  party,  is  barred 
both  from  denying  the  correctness  of  the  case  made  by  the  record,  and 
from  objecting  to  the  consequences  which  the  law  attaches  to  that  case. 
But,  except  in  this  sense,  and  to  this  extent,  such  a  default  waives  no 
^' claim"  at  all,  and  the  absent  party  forfeits  no  right  which  even  the 
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case  made  in  its  absence  by  its  adversary  shows  that  it  has  in  law.  See 
case  of  Randolph  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (9  L.  D.,  416). 

The  case  made  by  the  record  here,  admitting  the  literal  correctness 
of  every  al'egation  made  by  Dodd  and  his  witnesses,  shows  the  legal- 
title  to  the  land  in  dispute  to  be  in  the  company'.  It  is  the  mling  of 
this  Department  (5  L.  D.,  107),  that  the  definite  location  of  this  portion 
of  the  company's  road  occurred  in  December,  1860,  and  according  to 
the  record  the  land  in  dispute  was  at  that  time  vacant  public  land. 
Neither  Perry^s  homestead  entry,  of  May,  1877,  nor  Dodd's  pre-emption 
settlement,  of  November,  1883,  could  in  any  way  effect  the  company's 
right,  which  had  thus  become  vested  some  twenty  years  before.  The 
facts  proved  by  Dodd  go  simply  to  his  own  residence  and  improvement 
long  after  the  tract  had  ceased  to  be  public  land ;  their  being  in  proof, 
accordingly,  in  no  way  justifies  the  awarding  of  the  company's  land  to 
Dodd. 

Said  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— WITHDRAWAL  ON  GENERAL  ROUTE. 

McAethue  r.  Northern  Pacific  R.  H.  Co. 

Land  included  within  the  limits  of  withdrawal  on  general  route  is  held  in  resenrft- 
tion  until  definite  location  of  the  road,  and  the  status  of  such  land,  under  said 
withdrawal,  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  said  land  alsoiell  within  the  limits  of 
a  subsequent  order  which  purported  to  withdraw  it  for  indemnity  purposes. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July 

24, 1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  J.  Amos  McArthur  from  your  office  decision  of 
January  13, 1888,  affirming  the  local  office  and  rejecting  his  applic«ation 
of  November  26, 1887,  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  N.  i  NW.  J 
and  SE.  i  NW.  i  and  NW.  J  of  NB.  i  Sec.  13,  T.  6  N.,  K.  3  E.,  Van- 
conver,  Washington  Territory. 

On  August  13,  1870,  the  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Company  filed  in 
your  office  a  map  showing  the  general  ronte  of  its  road  from  a  point  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Walla  Walla  river,  in  said  Territory,  along  the  course 
of  the  Columbia,  to  about  the  first  range  line  west  of  the  Willamette 
principal  meridian,  and  thence  north  to  the  point  where  the  interna* 
tional  boundary  first  touches  the  tide  waters  of  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Upon  the  filing  of  this  map,  the  laud  within  the  limits  of  the  grant 
to  said  company  upon  each  side  of  the  route,  as  so  indicateil,  was  with- 
drawn from  settlement  by  operation  of  law.  Buttz  v.  Northern  Pacific 
R,  R.  Co.,  119  U.  S.,  55. 

By  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870,  (IG  Stat.  378)  the  designations 
of  certain  lines  of  the  company's  road  were  changed :  that  which  by 
the  granting  act  was  known  as  the  branch  line  (via  the  valley  of  the 
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Colambia  river  to  a  point  at  or  uear  Portland  in  the  State  of  Oregon) 
was  changed  to  ''  main  road  "  or  '*  main  line  ",  and  that  which  had  been 
designated  as  main  line  (across  the  Cascade  mountains  to  Puget  Sound) 
was  changed  to  branch  line.  By  the  same  resolution  there  was  con- 
ferred upon  the  company  a  grant  of  lands  for  the  line  of  its  road  from 
Portland  to  Puget  Sound.  Northern  Pacific  li.  R.  Co.,  v,  McBae  (6  L. 
D.  400). 

The  land  involved  is  within  the  limits  of  the  said  statutory  with- 
drawal on  the  map  showing  that  part  of  the  general  route  of  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  between  Ainsworth  and  Portland,  filed  August  13, 
1870.  It  also  fell  outside  of  the  granted  and  within  the  indemnity 
limits  of  the  grant  as  designated  by  the  map  showing  the  definite  lo- 
cation of  the  company's  road  between  Portland  and  Kalama,  filed 
September  22, 1882. 

The  appellant  inKists  that  said  withdrawal  of  August  13, 1870,  was 
by  virtue  of  the  said  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870,  and  not  by  the 
original  grant  of  July  2,  1864;  that  the  limits  of  the  grant  by  said  reso- 
lution having  been  definitely  fixed,  the  land  not  having  been  selected 
as  indemnity  by  the  company,  and  the  order  which  purported  to  with- 
draw it  for  indemnity  purposes  having  been  revoked  by  the  IJepart- 
iuent,on  August  15, 1887  (6  L.  D.  133),  it  was  subject  to  the  appellant's 
application. 

I  cannot  agree  with  this  contention.  The  laud  being  within  the  limits 
of  the  withdrawal  on  the  general  route  of  the  road  between  Ainsworth 
and  Portland,  the  said  withdrawal  is  in  full  force  and  efiect,  until  the 
roa<l  is  definitely  located,  and  its  grant  thereby  defined  between  the 
IHiints  named  and  opposite  the  tract  involved.  This  has  not  been  done. 
Tbe  land  was,  therefore,  at  the  date  of  appellant's  application  to  enter 
subject  to  such  withdrawal. 

The  fact  that  the  land  had  been  within  the  limits  of  the  order  which 
purported  to  withdraw  it  for  indemnity  purposes,  could  not  affect  its 
prior  withdrawal  by  oi)eration  of  law. 

Yoar  decision  is  afiiirmed. 


SURVEY— SPECIAL  AGENT'S  REPORT. 

Edward  G.  McClellan  et  al. 

A  survey  sboald  not  be  approved  if  the  coroers  are  not  marked  sm  indicated  therein, 

and  as  required  by  the  rules  and  regulations. 

S€cret4iry  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July 

25,  1890. 

With  your  letter  of  April  4, 1890,  you  transmit  tbe  papers  in  tbe 
matter  of  theai)peal  of  Edward  (t.  McCh^llan  and  Thomas  K.  Stewart 
from  yoqr  decision  rejecting  the  surveys  of  the  exterior  boundaries  of 
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towushipH  24  and  25  north,  range  31  east,  M.  D.  M.,  Nevada,  made 
under  tbeir  joint  contract  No.  169,  executed  March  14, 1884. 

This  action  was  taken  by  your  office  upon  the  report  of  Special  Agent 
P.  F.  Bussey,  who  examined  and  inspected  said  surveys,  and  who  re- 
ported that  said  work  had  been  performed  with  gross  carelessness;  that 
very  many  corners  on  the  township  lines  were  not  found  by  the  exam- 
iner, and  that  the  field  notes  do  not  describe  any  of  the  corners  aathey 
actually  exist  in  the  field,  and  that  from  his  examination  he  did  not  find 
a  corner  so  marked  that  a  i>erson  could  determine  in  what  township  or 
range  the  lands  were  situated.  Other  facts  are  set  forth  in  the  report  of 
the  special  agent,  showing  material  discrepancies  between  the  field 
notes  of  the  deputy  surveyors  and  the  actual  findings  of  the  special 
agent,  and  that  said  survey  was  grossly  imperfect.  If  the  facts  as 
found  by  the  special  agent  are  true,  it  can  scarcely  be  contended  by 
the  appellants  that  the  survey  should  l)e  accepted. 

The  appeal  from  your  decision  is  based  solely  upon  the  following 
grounds :  * 

The  inBtrameut  used  by  the  iuopector  on  the  oxaiuiuatiou  of  the  work  was  such  a 
poor  one  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  best  surveyor  liviug  to  run  a  line  with 
it  which  £ould  be  sworn  to  as  the  only  true  and  correct  line  as  the  inspector  has  done 
in  his  report,  the  said  instrument  being  a  very  cheap  open-sight  compass,  of  a  kind 
that  has  been  condemned  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land  Office  for  years,  and  not 
allowed  to  be  ased  upon  any  government  surveys. 

The  inspector  is  totally  incompetent  to  make  examinations  of  surveys,  never  hav- 
ing seen  an  instrument  till  after  he  had  been  appointed  inspector  and  come  to  this 
State  a  few  weeks  before  entering  upon  this  examination. 

The  said  inspector  while  doing  the  work  and  making  out  his  report  was  under  the 
influence  of  Chas.W.  Irishi  the  i>reseut  surveyor  general  for  Nevada,  who  has  used 
every  means  in  his  power  to  cast  odium  iii>ou  all  surveys  made  in  this  State  prior  to 
his  appointment,  and,  under  this  influence,  formed  an  opinion  against  said  survey 
before  making  his  examination,  made  out  his  report  according  to  suggestions  from 
Chas.  W.  Irish,  and  after  said  report  was  sworn  to  and  signed  by  bis  assistants  who 
certified  to  its  correctness,  made  material  alterations  before  sending  it  to  Washing- 
ton. In  proof  of  these  charges  we  enclose  afiidavits  of  the  inspector's  compassman 
and  the  draughtsman  in  the  surveyor  general's  office. 

We  therefore  protest  against  any  and  all  examinations  and  reports  made  by  the 
present  inspector  or  by  any  other  incompetent  person,  and  believe  that  you  will  see 
the  injustice  of  accepting  the  reports  of  any  person  who  knows  no  more  about  sar- 
veying  than  a  common  farmer  about  army  tactics. 

The  present  surveyor  general  has  made  alterations  in  field  notes  of  surveys  sent 
into  his  office  by  deputy  surveyors,  and  we  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  that  he 
has  not  done  so  in  the  notes  furnished  the  inspector  by  him  of  this  survey. 

This  appeal  is  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  W.  T.  Moran,  the  com- 
passman  who  assisted  the  special  agent  in  his  examination,  who  states 
that  the  instrument  used  was  inferior^  and  that  he  objected  to  under- 
take the  work  with  such  an  instrument,  but  he  was  informed  by  Bus8e3' 
and  Irish  that  it  was  sufficiently  accurate  for  the  purpose  of  the  exam- 
ination, as  the  object  was  simply  to  run  the  lines  close  enough  to  find 
the  corners;  that  he  expecteil  with  the  aid  of  flagmen  to  be  able  to 
retrace  the  lines  sufficiently  well  to  meet  the  requirements^  but  beforo 
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the  exaniiuation  was  commenced  the  flagmen  were  discharged  by  Bas- 
sey,  and  that  he  was  required  to  run  the  lines  without  flagmen,  depend- 
ing entirely  ui>on  the  needle  for  line,  and  being  required  to  act  as  chain- 
man,  carrying  over  a  rough  and  mountainous  country,  in  addition  to  the 
instrument  and  chain,  two  heavy  pins,  weighted  with  lead.  He  further 
states: 

A  true  line  could  not  be  run  under  sucli  conditionH,  aud  affiant  had  not  been  in- 
structed to  run  true  lines,  but  only  to  run  closely  enough  to  enable  the  corners  to  be 
found  with  reasonable  searching ;  and  affiant  says  that  it  was  with  this  understand- 
iog,  gained  from  the  unmistakable  statements  of  C.  W.  Irish  aud  P.  F.  Bnssey  as  to 
the  method  and  object  of  the  examination,  that  he  consented  to  work  with  such  an 
instrument  and  in  such  a  manner;  and  it  was  with  this  understanding  as  to  the 
requirement  and  instructions  that  he  made  affidavit  to  the  report  of  the  examina- 
tion. 

1  have  recited  and  quoted  from  the  affidstvit  fully  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  it  does  not  necessarily  impeach  the  report  of  the  examiner 
or  the  affidavit  of  the  afiiant  to  said  report,  but  merely  shows  the  diffi- 
culties under  which  he  made  his  examination.  It  does  not  show  that 
he  did  not  And  the  corners  that  should  have  been  marked  as  indicated 
by  the  field  notes  of  survey,  but  on  the  contrary  it  shows  that  he  must 
have  run  the  lines  close  enough  to  find  the  corners,  because  it  appears 
that  in  many  instances  he  found  the  corners  marked  although  not  in  the 
manner  nor  in  the  exact  spot  as  indicated  by  the  survey.  He  states 
that  he  did  not  find  any  of  the  corners  described  as  they  actually  existed 
in  the  field,  and  that  in  the  eleven  miles  of  line  examined  he  found  only 
two  quarter  section  corners,  although  he  made  diligent  search  in  the 
locality  where  they  ought  to  be  found ;  that  McGlellan,  one  of  the  con- 
tractors, told  him  before  his  examination  that  he  would  find  a  great 
many  of  the  corners  had  been  obliterated  by  the  ranch-men  who  did  not 
want  their  land  surveyed  because  they  wanted  their  cattle  and  sheep  to 
range  upon  it ;  but  that  he  took  particular  pains  to  find  out  if  this  was 
true  and  from  his  examination  found  that  there  was  no  person  living 
near  there,  nor  was  there  any  grass  or  springs  near  the  line  to  make  it 
an  object  for  any  person  to  obliterate  the  corners,  nor  was  the  character 
of  the  country  such  that  they  would  be  likely  to  be  obliterated  by  the 
elements. 

As  an  illustration  of  the  failure  of  the  deputy  surveyor  to  properly 
mark  the  comers,  I  quote  from  the  report  of  the  examiner  which  is  veri- 
fied by  the  compassman,  in  which  he  says : 

I  desire  your  particular  attention  to  the  corner  common  to  Twps.  24  and  25,  ranges 
31  and  32.  In  the  field  notes  of  the  contractors,  they  say,  they  set  a  post  4  ft. 
long,  4  inches  square,  12  inches  in  the  ground.  This  post  is  not  there.  This  corner 
la  on  a  piece  of  ground  the  like  of  which  I  have  never  seen  anywhere  only  in  this 
immediate  vicinity.  It  Is  a  patch  of  black  glossy  gravel  and  is  almost  as  smooth  as 
a  floor,  and  looks  like  it  had  been  rolled  with  a  heavy  roller  and  it  is  with  difficulty 
that  a  person  can  remove  one  of  these  gravel  stones  from  the  ground.  This  is  the 
point  at  which  they  dug  pits  24^  IHx  12  inches. 


96  DECISIONS   KELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Now  what  process  could  have  been  used  to  place  this  gravel  back  in  its  place  so 
that  it  cannot  be  seen  that  it  has  ever  been  removed  f 

Further,  they  describe  a  mound  of  earth  2^  ft.  by  5  ft.  at  the  base,  while  I  find  a 
mound  of  stones  and  no  signs  of  any  earth.  I  can  assure  you  that  if  the  dirt  had 
been  piled  here  on  this  gravel  plat  I  think  some  traces  of  it  would  be  visible  still. 

Further,  they  say  nothing  about  the  mound  of  stones  that  I  find  herCb 

I  have  dwelt  at  length  upon  this  last  mentioned  corner  because  it  is  a  township 
corner,  and  should  be  one  that  would  attract  their  attention  and  be  as  they  describe  it. 

Further,  I  know  of  no  other  corner  any  nearer  to  what  they  describe  than  this  one. 

This  is  one  of  the  many  corners  indicated  by  tbe  survey  that  the  ex- 
aminer with  tbe  aid  of  tbe  compafis-man  actually  found,  notwithstand- 
ing the  difficulties  he  had  to  contend  with  in  finding  it,  at  which  no  pits 
and  mounds,  monuments  or  post,  as  shown  by  the  field  notes  could  be 
found,  or  else  were  not  marked  as  indicated  by  the  field  notes. 

Again  tbe  affidavit  states  that  ^^  he  has  been  informed  and  believes  that 
the  report  of  this  examination  was  materially  altered  by  P.  F.  Bussey 
and  C  W.  Irish  after  it  had  been  sworn  to  by  this  affiant,  and  without 
bis  knowledge  and  consent,''  but  he  does  not  state  in  what  respect  it 
was  altered,  nor  have  appellants  attempted  to  show  that  it  has  been 
altered  in  any  respect  whatever,  although  they  have  had  ftill  opportu- 
nity to  do  so  if  such  is  the  fact. 

A  further  discussion  of  this  question  is  unnecessary.  From  what  has 
been  stated  it  is  shown  from  tbe  report  of  tbe  examiner  that  the  survey 
was  grossly  defective  in  failing  to  mark  the  corners  as  indicated  by  the 
survey,  and  as  required  by  tbe  rules  and  regulations,  and  said  report 
in  this  respect  at  least  has  not  been  imi)eacbed,  nor  have  the  appellants 
even  denied  it. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


LAND  DEPARTMENT— CL.EKK  IN  SURVEYOK  GENERAL'S  OFFICE. 

Herbert  MgMicken  et  al. 
(On  Review.) 

Clerk H  in  the  office  of  tbe  Burvoyor-gcneral  are  clerks  or  employes  in  theoflSce  of  the 
CoTumisHioner  of  the  General  Laud  Office,  in  contemplation  of  law,  and  therefoie, 
under  the  inhibition  of  section  4ri2of  the  Revised  Statutes,  disqualified  to  enter 
pablio  land. 

Directions  given  for  the  formulation  of  a  circular  in  accordance  with  the  constmo- 
tiou  of  law  adopted  herein. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissions  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  25, 

1890. 

On  February  14,  1883,  Herbert  McMicken,  Albert  J.  Treadway,  aocl 
John  P.  Tweed  made  timber  land  entries  for,  respectively,  the  SE.  -}-, 
the  NW.  i,  and  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  18  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Seattle  land 
district,  in  the  then  Territory  of  Washington.    The  entries  were  held 


DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  97 

for  caDcellation  by  your  office,  on  June  11, 1888,  because  the  entrymen 
at  the  date  of  said  entries  were  employees  in  the  office  of  surveyor-gen- 
eral of  said  Territory.  On  appeal  here,  the  judgment  of  your  office  was 
affirmed  (10  L.  D.,  07),  and  the  case  is  brought  before  me  again  on  a 
motion  to  review  and  reverse  the  former  decision. 

The  material  facts  in  relation  to  the  three  entries  being  the  same, 
contrary  to  the  usual  practice,  the  three  cases  were  consolidated  and 
considered  together.  Those  facts,  as  stated  in  your  office  decision,  are 
undisputed,  and  show  that  said  tracts  were  ^<  offered "  lands  and  had 
been  such  for  seven  years ;  that  the  entrymen  were  clerks  in  the  office 
of  the  surveyor- general,  as  stated,  but  acquired  their  knowledge  of  the 
character  of  the  lands  from  personal  inspection  of  the  same,  and  that, 
prior  to  making  said  entries,  they  informed  the  register  and  receiver  of 
their  thea  employment,  and  inquired  as  to  whether  there  was  any  in- 
hibition against  the  proposed  entries  by  them.  <<  The  local  officers  de- 
cided that  the  circular  of  August  23,  1876  (prohibiting  entry  by  local 
officers  and  others),  did  not  apply  to  them."  Thereupon,  the  entries 
were  made,  the  money  paid  for  the  land,  and  the  final  certificates  issued 
on  February  14, 1883,  as  before  stated.  Subsequently,  on  August  17, 
1883,  said  tracts  were  purchased  by  one  Aden  G.  King. 

Section  452  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that — 

The  officers,  clerks  and  employees  in  the  General  Laud  Oflice  are  prohibited  from 
directly  or  indirectly  pa rchasiug  or  becominj^  interested  in  the  purchase  of  auy  of  the 
public  land;  and  any  person  who  yiolates  this  section  shall  forthwith  bo  removed 
from  his  office. 

It  was  held  in  my  decision  that  said  section — 

was  intended  to  extend  the  disqualification  to  acquire  public  lands  to  officers,  clerks, 
»iid  employees  in  any  of  the  branches  or  arras  of  the  public  service  under  the  control 
and  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  relating  to  the 

surreg  and  9ale  of  the  public  lands Officers,  clerks  and  employees  in 

the  offices  of  surveyors-general  fall  clearly  within  the  mischief  contemplated  by  the 
statute,  and  the  reason  of  the  law  applies  to  them  with  equally  as  much  force  as  to 
those  in  the  central  office  at  Washington. 

It  is  insisted  that  clerks  in  the  office  of  a  surveyor-general  do  not 
come  within  the  inhibition  contained  in  the  section  of  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes before  quoted.  It  is  ingeniously  argued  that  the  surveyors  and 
surveying  system  of  the  United  States  were  not  a  part  of  or  nnder  the 
control  of  the  General  Laud  Office  until  placed  there  by  the  first  section 
of  the  act  of  July  4, 1830  (5  Stat.,  107),  now  embodied  in  section  463  of 
the  Revised  Statutes ;  that  the  prohibition  to  be  found  in  section  four- 
teen of  said  act  of  1836  only  applied  to  officers  whose  salaries  were 
^herein  '^provided  for;''  that  clerks  in  the  surveyor's  office  not  being 
"provided  for"  were  not  intended  to  be  included,  and  that  section  452 
pfthe  Beyised  Statutes  being  a  mere  generalization  of  section  fourteen 
of  the  original  ajct  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  an  enlargement  of  the 
same  so  as  to  include  classes  not  embraced  in  the  original  prohibition^ 
2497— yoL  11—7 
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In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Bowen  (100  U.  S.,  508),  the  sa- 
preme  coart  say : — 

The  Revised  Statutes  must  be  treated  as  the  legislative  declaration  of  the  statute 
law  on  the  subjects  which  they  embrace  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1873.  When 
the  meaning  is  plain,  the  courts  cannot  look  to  the  statutes  which  have  been  revised 
to  see  if  Congress  erred  in  that  revision,  but  may  do  so  when  necessary  to  construe 
doubtful  language  used  in  expressing  the  meaning  of  Congress. 

Can  it  be  said  that  there  is  sach  an  ambiguity  about  section  452  as  to 
require  a  resort  to  the  original  act  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  said  sec- 
tion. Such  ambiguity  is  not  on  the  face  of  the  section,  for  it  plainly  and 
clearly  prohibits  officers,  clerks  and  employees  of  the  General  Land 
Office  from  being  interested  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  purchase  of  the 
public  lands.  This  prohibition  can  hardly  be  misunderstood  by  any 
one  reading  it.  I  do  not  think  therefore  it  is  a  case  of  ambiguity  when 
the  language  of  the  original  act  should  be  referred  to,  but  that  we  must 
accept  said  section  as  the  expression  of  the  legislative  will. 

It  is  therefore  apparent  that  officers,  clerks  and  employees  of  the 
General  Land  Office  are  prohibited  from  being  interested  in  the  purchase 
of  the  public  lands.  Are  the  entrymen  herein  either  officers,  clerks  or 
employees  of  the  General  Land  Office  t 

Section  441  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  says  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  charged  with  the  supervision  of  the  public  lands.  Section 
462  of  the  Revised  Statutes  says  there  shall  be  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  a  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  section  453 
says : 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  shall  perform,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  all  executive  duties  appertaining  to  the  surveying  and 
sale  of  the  public  lauds  of  the  United  States,  or  iu  any  wise  respecting  such  pablio 
lands,  etc. 

The  surveyor-general  is  appoiuted  by  the  President  and  his  salary  is 
fixed  by  law.  Congress  makes  an  appropriation  therefor  and  for  clerk 
hire  and  other  expenses  in  his  office  in  gross..  These  appropriations  are 
expended  by  him.  The  clerks  are  selected  and  their  compensation 
fixed  by  him.  But  these  appropriations  are  all  contained  in  the  general 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  which  is  charged, 
through  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  with  the  admin* 
istration  of  the  land  affairs  of  the  nation.  Through  the  General  Land 
Office  the  money  is  advanced  to  the  surveyor-general  to  meet  the  salaries 
of  clerks  and  other  expenses  of  his  office.  All  is  done  under  the  direc- 
tion and  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
The  surveyor-general  is  required  to  and  does  make  report  quarterly  to 
the  Commissioner  of  all  his  expenses,  and  an  annual  report  of  all  his 
work  for  the  year.  These  accounts  are  allowed  or  disallowed  as  seems 
proper,  Amoug  the  other  expenses  which  undergo  this  scrutiny  is  clerk 
hire.  His  employment  of  clerks,  as  well  as  the  amounts  to  be  paid  them, 
is  regulated,  iu  this  manner,  by  the  Commissioner.    The  right  to  do  so 
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has  never  been  questioned,  so  far  as  I  can  ascertain.  Thns  the  clerks, 
though  selected  by  the  surveyor-general,  are  paid  by  the  Oommissioner 
at  a  compensation  allowed  by  him,  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  the 
pay  comes  out  of  the  appropriation  for  surveys,  since  the  whole  sabject 
is  under  the  supervision  of  the  Oommissioner. 

For  the  reasons  here  given,  in  addition  to  those  before  stated,  I  have 
no  difficulty  in  affirming  the  former  ruling  that  clerks  in  the  office  of 
surveyor-general  are  clerks  or  employ^  in  the  office  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  in  contemplation  of  law,  and  there- 
fore within  the  inhibition  of  section  452  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

But  it  is  urged  in  behalf  of  the  entryman  that  this  construction  of 
the  law,  if  correct,  is  new,  and  should  not  be  made  retrospective  so  as 
to  affect  entries  which  were  made  when  a  different  construction  of  the 
law  prevailed  in  the  Department. 

If  the  statute  were  one  admitting  of  a  doubtful  construction,  there 
might  be  some  force  in  this  last  position.  But  in  the  face  of  what  I 
regard  as  ita  plain  prohibition,  in  a  matter  of  so  much  importance,  as  a 
proper  administration  of  the  land  department  by  officers  free  from  the 
enticements  of  personal  speculation,  I  do  not  feel  that  I  would  be  justi- 
fied in  permitting  a  violation  of  the  law  in  this  instance,  more  than  in 
any  other. 

The  motion  is  denied  and  the  papers  are  herewith  sent  to  you. 

As  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  this  case  may  lead  to  the 
belief,  in  the  public  mind,  that  the  prohibition  of  the  law  does  not 
apply  to  all  the  officers  and  employees  of  the  General  Land  Office,  you 
are  directed  to  cause  to  be  formulated  a  circular,  in  accordance  with 
the  construction  placed  upon  the  law  herein,  which  shall  be  so  compre- 
hensive and  specific  as  to  meet  all  the  requirements  of  the  law,  and  to 
cover  the  cases  of  ail  officers  or  employees  of  the  Land  Department, 
wherever  located  or  employed.  This  circular  when  prepared  will  be 
transmitted  to  me  for  approval. 


I>OirBL£  MINIMUM  LAND- ACTS  OF  JUNE  15,  1880,  AND  MARCH  9,  1888. 

John  Baxter. 

Land  within  the  limits  of  a  railroad  grant,  and  reduced  in  price  by  the  act  of  June 
15, 1880,  is  again  raised  to  double  minimum  if  sabsequently  falling  within  the 
limitfl  of  another  grant. 

Section  4,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  does  not  reduce  the  price  of  land  within  the  limits 
of  a  railroad  grant,  if  the  portion  of  railroad  opposite  tiiereto  was  completed 
prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  25, 

1890. 

1  am  iu  receipt  of  yoar  communication  of  June  21,  1890,  transmitting 
for  my  consideration  the  application  of  John  S.  Baxter  for  repayment 
of  one  dollar  and  twenty-live  cents  per  acre^  excess  paid  upon  cash 
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entry  for  the  S.  J  SW.  i,  N  W.  i  SW.  J  and  SW.  J  NW.  i,  Sec.  22,  T, 
49  N.,  B.  G  W.,  Ashland,  Wisconsin. 

It  appears  that  said  entry  was  made  by  Baxter  Aagust  14, 1889,  and 
payment  was  made  thereon  at  the  rate  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents 
per  acre.  Application  for  repayment  of  said  excess  was  made  by  Bax- 
ter, which  was  refused  by  your  ofBce  May  17, 1890,  and  he  now  files  a 
motion  for  review  of  said  decision,  which  you  have  referred  for  my  con- 
sideration. 

The  land  in  controversy  was  increased  to  double  minimum  by  being 
within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minnea|K)lis  and 
Omaha  Railroad  Company,  as  shown  by  map  of  definite  location  filed 
June  17, 1858,  and  was  offered  at  that  price  June  21, 1859. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237),  pro- 
vided : — 

That  the  price  of  lands  now  subject  to  entry  which  were  raised  to  two  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  per  acre,  and  put  in  market  prior  to  January^  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty- 
one,  by  reason  of  the  grant  of  alternate  sections  for  railroad  purposes  is  hereby  re- 
duced to  one  dollar  and  twent^^-iive  cents  per  acre. 

This  land  having  been  raised  to  double  minimum  prior  to  Januar^^ 
1861,  was  by  the  terms  of  said  act  reduced  to  one  dollar  and  twenty- 
five  cents  per  acre ;  but  subsequently  it  fell  within  the  limits  of  the 
grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  liailroad  Company,  by  definite  location, 
made  July  6, 1882,  and  by  reason  thereof  was  again  raised  to  two  dol- 
lars and  fifty  cents  per  acre. 

The  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  pro- 
vides : 

That  the  price  of  all  sections  and  parts  of  sections  of  the  public  lands  within-  the 
limits  of  the  portions  of  the  several  grants  of  lands  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads which  have  been  heretofore  and  which  may  hereafter  be  forfeited,  which  were 
by  the  act  making  such  grants  or  have  since  been  increased  to  the  double  uiinimum 
price,  and,  also,  of  all  lauda  within  the  limits  of  any  such  railroad  grant,  but  not 
embraced  in  such  grant  lying  adjacent  to  and  coterminous  with  the  portion$  of  tke 
line  of  any  such  railroad  which  shall  vot  be  completed  at  the  date  of  this  act,  is  hereby 
fixed  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre. 

This  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  a  portion  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  that  was  completed  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  March  2,  1889,  and  was  therefore  not  affected  by  said  act,  but 
the  price  remained  at  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  which  was 
the  price  of  the  land  on  August  14, 1889. 

This  case  differs  from  the  case  of  Jacob  A.  Gifford  (8  L.  D.,  583),  in 
this:  In  the  Gifford  case  the  land  was  opposite  a  portion  of  the  road 
that  had  not  been  completed  at  the  date  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  and 
the  price  of  said  land  having  been  fixed  by  said  act  at  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  it  was  held  that  the  double  minimum  prico 
having  been  charged  for  said  laud  upon  an  entry  made  subsequent  to 
the  passage  of  the  act,  was  erroneous,  and  repayment  should  therefore 
be  allowed.    Sut  in  the  present  case  the  land  was  double  minimum  a( 
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the  date  of  the  parcbase,  aud  the  price  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents 
per  acre  was  not  erroneonsly  pharged.  There  is  no  ruling  of  the  Depart- 
ment, either  in  the  case  of  Jacob  A.  Giftord  (supra),  the  decision  re- 
ferred to  in  your  letter,  or  in  the  case  of  George  I.  Clark  (6  L.  D.,  157), 
that  wonid  authorize  repayment  of  any  part  of  the  pnrchase  money  in 
this  case,  but  the  doctrine  therein  annonnced  is  directly  to  the  con- 
trary.   The  application  should  be  refused. 


KI7LES  OP  PRACTICE— APPEAL. 

VESUVIUS  Lode. 

The  Department  will  not  undertake  to  review  a  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office 
in  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  where  due  notice  of  the  right  to  snch  remedy  has 
been  given,  and  no  reason  is  shown  for  failnre  to  comply  with  the  rales  of  prac- 
tice. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissiinier  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July  25, 

1890. 

On  June  5,  last  "Sam'l  J.  Wallace,  for  J.  O.  Voorhies'^  filed  a  memo- 
randum stating  certain  facts  in  reference  to  the  Vesuvius  Lode  claim 
in  the  Pueblo  district,  Colorado,  and  claiming  that  Yoorhies  was  en- 
titled to  a  patent  for  a  certain  portion  of  the.  same. 

The  paper  was  referred  to  you  for  your  consideration  and  a  statement 
of  the  facts.    Your  report,  dated  June  16,  is  now  before  me. 

It  appears  that  on  December  31, 1883,  Joseph  Oscar  Yoorhies  made 
mineral  entry  upon  said  Vesuvius  Lode  claim,  lying  partly  in  Sec  8, 
partly  in  Sec.  17,  and  partly  in  Sec.  16,  T.  22  S.,  R.  72  W. ;  that  on  Jan- 
uary 8, 1885,  your  office  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  to  the  extent  of 
the  portions  lying  in  sections  16  and  17,  on  the  ground  that  the  title  to 
section  16  was  in  the  State  of  Colorado  under  the  grant  for  school  pur- 
poses, and  because  the  portion  in  section  17  was  embraced  in  a  patent 
issued  to  one  David  C.  Douglas  on  January  2,  1880. 

Ko  appeal  therefrom  was  taken.  On  February  14, 1890,  your  office 
canceled  said  entry  in  accordance  with  said  former  decision,  and  by 
letter  of  the  same  date  directed  that  additional  evidence  be  furnished 
"  of  the  existence  of  a  vein  or  lode  within  the  portion  of  the  claim  in 
section  8,  the  course  and  direction  thereof,  and  a  certificate  by  the  United 
States  surveyor-general  showing  the  statutory  expenditure  of  $500, 
upon  and  for  the  development  of  the  aforesaid  portion  in  section  8,"  and 
stated  that  in  case  of  failure  to  submit  such  evidence  within  sixty  days 
from  notice,  the  remainder  of  the  entry  would  be  held  for  cancellation. 

Yon  state  that  claimant  has  filed  no  appeal,  although  advised  of  his 
right  so  to  do,  and  you  decline  to  recommend  that  the  entry  so  can- 
celed in  part  be  re-instated,  or  that  the  unpatented  portion  be  approved 
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for  pateuting,  as  loug  as  claimant  fails  to  comply  with  your  said  require- 
ments. 

The  memorandum  filed  is  not  sworn  to.  It  alleges  that  claimant  ob- 
tained his  right  to  said  claim  in  accordance  with  law^  that  some  one 
surreptitiously  obtained  patent  to  the  portion  in  section  17,  ^^  by  means 
of  script;  but  subsequently  gave  quitclaim  to  this  claimant  in  recog- 
nition of  his  right's;  '^  that  said  claimant  has  in  good  faith  spent  thou- 
sands of  dollars  on  the  lode. 

Claimant  asks  that  the  government  issue  a  patent  for  the  part  of  the 
claim  in  section  8^  without  requiring  compliance  with  the  directions  of 
your  office. 

The  questions  presented  are  not  in  any  sense  properly  before  the  De- 
partment. If  claimant  has  been  injured  by  the  decision  of  your  office 
his  remedy  lies  in  appeal.  It  appears  he  has  been  notified  of  this  and 
has  failed  to  avail  himself  of  this  remedy.  Ko  reason  is  given  for  his 
failure.  The  vast  amount  of  litigation  in  the  Department  renders  it 
necessary  that  certain  rules  of  practice  be  adopted,  to  the  end  that  cases 
be  regularly  and  certainly  disposed  of.  The  Department  can  not  under- 
take in  justice  to  itself  and  claimants  to  waive  an  observance  of  such 
rules  when  no  cause  whatever  appears  for  so  doing. 

The  application  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


CONTEST— APPLICATION— PROCEEDINGS  BY  THE  GOVERNMENT. 

Dean  v.  Peterson. 

During  the  peudeDcy  of  a  rnle  to  bIiow  caaso  why  an  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for 
failure  to  submit  proof  within  the  statutory  period,  an  application  to  contest  said 
entry  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  rejection  of  an  application  to  contest  an  entry  carries  with  it  the  rejection  of  an 
accompanying  application  to  enter. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  July  28, 1890. 

On  April  7, 1879,  Charles  £.  Peterson  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
NE.  J,  Sec.  11,  T.  16  S.,  R.  23  W.,  Hays  City  now  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas. 

On  Jnne  12, 1886,  a  letter  (not  registered),  to  which  no  response  has 
been  made,  was  sent  (presumably)  from  the  local  office  to  Petersoa  at 
the  post-office  nearest  said  tract,  calling  upon  him  to  show  cause  why 
his  said  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  make  proof  within 
the  statutory  period  of  seven  years. 

On  February  26, 1887,  G.  Frank  Dean,  alleging  a  failure  by  Peterson 
to  establish  and  maintain  his  residence  on  the  land,  applied  to  contest 
the  said  entry,  and  also  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land. 

The  local  office  rejected  Dean's  application  to  contest,  on  account  of 
the  pendency  of  the  said  rule  to  show  cause,  and  his  application  to 
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enter  on  ac<!oniit  of  the  existing  entry  of  Peterson.  This  action  was  on 
appeal  by  Dean  sastainecl  by  your  office  decision  of  September  24, 1888. 
Dean  appeals. 

The  proceeding  by  the  government  against  the  Peterson  entry  (shown 
by  the  records  of  yoar  office  to  be  uncanceled)  was,  at  the  time  of 
Dean's  application  to  contest,  and,  so  far  as  the  record  disclosed,  is  still 
pending.  As  no  rights  can  be  acquired  under  an  affidavit  of  contest 
filed  during  the  pendency  of  proceedings  against  the  entry  by  the  gov- 
ernment (Oanning  v.  Fail,  10  L.  D.,  657),  the  said  application  was 
properly  rejected.  Dean's  homestead  application  must  also  be  denied, 
as  the  rejection  of  an  application  to  contest  necessarily  carries  with  it 
the  rejection  of  the  accompanying  application  to  enter.  Drury  v.  Shet- 
terly,  9  L.  D.,  211 ;  Arthur  B.  Cornish,  id.,  669. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed  and  your  office  is  directed  to 
take  prompt  action  with  regard  to  the  entry  of  Peterson. 


IXDIAN  LANDS-ALLOTMBNT— ACTS  OF  MAY  «3,  1872,  AND  PKBRUART 

8,  1887. 

John  and  Petee  Andbbson. 

Membera  of  the  Citizen  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians  may  elect  whether  they  will 
take  allotments  nnder  tbe  act  of  May  2.3,  1872,  or  Febrnary  8,  1887. 

New  selectionfl  may  be  allowed  under  tbe  act  of  1872  in  lien  of  allotments  tbereunder 
pending  and  unperfected  at  tbe  passage  of  tbe  acts  of  March  1,  and  2,  1889,  and 
certificates  of  such  allotments  may  issue  on  tbe  payment  of  tbe  sum  per  acre 
originally  given  by  tbe  United  States  for  tbe  land. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Ajffuirs^  July  14, 1890. 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  yonr  communication  of  March  4, 1890, 
relative  to  allotments  of  lands  to  John  and  Peter  Anderson  members 
of  the  Citizen  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians. 

I  concur  in  your  opinion  that  these  Indians  are  entitled  to  have  the 
lands  selected  allotted  to  them  nnder  the  act  of  May  23,  1872,  and  to 
certificates  of  allotment  for  snch  land  upon  the  payment  of  thirty  and 
fifteen  cents  per  acre  respectively,  if  they  so  elect  to  take  allotments 
nnder  said  act;  and  that  certificates  should  issue  in  the  name  of  Julia 
Anderson  for  the  land  allotted  to  her  in  1875,  upon  similar  payment  of 
fifteen  cents  per  acre. 

I  transmit  herewith  an  opinion  of  the  Honorable  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  in  relation  to  the  matter, 
and  an  order  of  the  President,  modifying  executive  orders  of  May  24, 
1887,  and  July  12,  1889,  and  granting  authority  to  the  Citizen  Potta- 
watomie Indians  to  elect  whether  they  will  take  allotments  under  the 
act  of  1872  or  1887. 
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OPINION. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior j  Jane 

11,  1890. 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt,  by  reference  of  Assistant 
Secretary  Bussey  on  the  31st  of  March,  of  a  cominanication  from  the 
Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  relative  to  the  applications  of  two  mem- 
bers of  the  Citizen  band  of  Pottawatomie  Indians  for  allotments  of  lands 
under  the  provision  of  the  act  of  May  23, 1872  (17  Stats.,  159).  By  said 
reference,  my  opinion  is  asked  ^<  as  to  the  price  per  acre  to  be  paid  by 
the  within-named  Indians  for  the  lands  to  be  allotted  to  them." 

Said  act  of  1872,  entitled  ^' An  act  to  provide  homes  for  the  Potta- 
watomie and  absentee  Shawnee  Indians  in  the  Indian  Territory,"  pro- 
vides for  allotments  of  land  to  each  member  of  the  Pottawatomie 
Citizen-band  within  the  limits  of  the  thirty-mile  square  tract  selected 
for  the  Pottawatomie  Indians  in  the  Indian  Territory,  west  of  the  Semi- 
nole reservation 

To  each  heail  of  a  fanuly,  and  to  each  other  member  twenty-one  years  of  age,  not 
more  than  one  quarter  section,  and  to  each  minor  of  the  tribe  not  more  than  eighty 
acres,  and  such  allotments  shall  be  made  to  include,  as  far  as  possible,  for  each  family, 
the  improvements  which  they  have  made. 

Provision  was  made  in  said  act  for  the  issuance  of  certificates  to  the 
allottees,  and  that  the  land  allotted  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation,  and 
^^  shall  be  alienable  in  fee.  or  leased  or  otherwise  disposed  of  only  to  the 
United  States,  or  to  persons  of  Indian  blood,  lawfully  residing  within 
said  Territory  with  permission  of  the  President,  and  under  such  regula- 
tions as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  prescribe."  It  was  further 
provided 

That  such  allotments  shall  bo  made  to  such  of  the  above-described  persons  as  have 
resided  or  shall  hereafter  reside  three  years  continuously  on  such  reservation,  and 
that  the  cost  of  such  lands  to  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  from  any  fund  now 
held,  or  which  may  bo  hereafter  held  by  the  Uuit'Od  Statos  for  the  benefit  of  snch 
Indians,  and  chartred  as  a  part  of  their  distributive  share,  or  shall  be  paid  by  said 
Indians  before  such  certificates  are  issued. 

It  appears  that  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  twelve  allotments 
were  made  in  1875  to  John  Anderson  and  Peter  Anderson  and  mem- 
bers of  their  families,  and  a  schedule  of  the  same  was  approved  by  Sec- 
tary Chandler  on  November  23,  1875. 

On  May  23,  1887  (Ind.  Div.,  v.  50,  p.  358),  the  Department  in  a  letter 
to  the  President  concurred  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Indian  Of- 
fice that  the  Citizen  Pottowatomie  Indians  are  entitled  to  allotments 
under  the  act  of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stats.,  388),  if  they  so  desired. 
The  President  on  May  24,  same  year,  approved  the  recommendation  of 
the  Department  and  duly  authorized  it  to  allow  allotments  to  said  In- 
dians under  said  act  of  1887. 
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On  Jaly  10,  1889,  the  Department  transmitted  to  the  President  for 
his  action  the  recommendation  of  the   Indian  Office,  in  which  the  De- 
partment concnrred,  that  said 

order  of  the  President  of  May  24,  18H7,  be  canceled,  and  a  new  order  issued  anthoriz- 
lug  allotments  thereon,  so  that  children  bom  since  May  24,  1887,  may  receive  allot- 
ments, but  that  those  who,  since  the  date  of  the  President's  order  abov9  referred  to, 
have  passed  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  who  have  married,  may  receive  the  quantity 
of  land  allowed  them  by  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

This  recommendation  was  approved  by  the  President  on  July  12, 1880, 
and  by  departmental  letter  of  July  13,  same  year,  was  transmitted  to 
the  Indian  Office,  with  the  statement  that  said  authority  of  the  Presi- 
dent was  ^'  for  the  allotment  of  lands  to  the  absentee  Shawnee  and  Cit- 
izen Pottawatomies,  located  on  the  Pottawatomie  reservation,  Indian 
Territory,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  8, 1887.'' 

It  further  appears  that^one  of  the  applicants,  namely,  John  Ander- 
son, on  July  18, 1889,  claimed  the  right  to  have  allotted  to  him  under 
said  act  of  1887,  the  quantity  of  land  allowed  to  allottees  under  said  act 
of  1872,  free  of  payment  to  the  United  States  for  any  part  thereof;  that 
if  this  was  not  so,  then  he  had  the  right  to  allotments  under  both  acts, 
as  both  were  still  in  force ;  and  that  if  wrong  in  both  of  said  claims,  he 
should  be  allowed  the  quantity  of  land  named  in  the  act  of  1872,  upon 
payment  of  the  price  as  therein  required.  The  Indian  Office  advised 
the  attorney  of  said  Anderson,  on  September  4, 1889  (id.,  vol.  GO,  p.  385), 
that  his  clients  must  elect  to  take  their  allotments  under  one  or  the 
other  of  said  acts,  and  that  they  would  not  be  allowed  to  take  under 
both.  The  Honorable  Commissioner  expresses  the  opinion  that  said 
Indians  are  entitled  to  allotments  under  said  act  of  1872 ;  that,  although 
the  lands  selected  by  said  applicants  for  themselves  and  families,  ex- 
cept the  allotment  in  the  name  of  Julia  Anderson,  are  not  those  ap- 
proved by  Secretary  Chandler,  as  aforesaid,  yet,  since  the  Department 
has  generally  allowed  allottees  to  change  their  selcQtions  upon  sufficient 
showing,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  *'  issuance  of  the  evidence  of  title,'' 
said  applicants  should  be  allowed  allotments  for  lands  selected  by  them 
under  said  act  of  1872,  if  there  are  no  prior  valid  claims  thereto,  upon 
the  payment  of  thirty  and  fifteen  cents  per  acre,  respectively,  and  that 
certificate  shall  issue  in  the  name  of  Julia  Anderson  npon  the  al- 
lotment made  in  her  name  in  1875,  npon  a  like  payment  of  fi  teen  cents 
per  acre.  The  lands  applied  for  by  John  Anderson  are  part  of  the  lands 
of  the  Creek  Nation  of  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  for  homes 
for  such  other  civilized  Indians  as  the  United  States  may  choose  to  set- 
tle thereon,  under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  June  14, 18G6  ( 14  Stats., 
785),  to  the  Cnited  States  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  thirty  cents 
per  acre.  (See  Article  III  id.,  p.  786.)  On  March  1,  iaS9  (25  Stats., 
757),  Congress  ratified  and  confirmed  the  agreement  made  with  said 
Indians  on  January  19, 1889,  by  Secretary  Vilas,  whereby  the  Indians 
made  an  absolute  cession  of  said  land,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  esti- 
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mated  to  amount  to  $1.25  per  acre.  By  the  treaty  of  March  21, 1866 
(14  Stats.,  755),  tbe  Seminoles  ceded  to  the  United  States  their  lands 
^^  to  locate  other  Indians  and  freedmen  thereon,"  the  consideration  be- 
ing Afteen  cents  per  acre,  and  by  section  twelve  of  the  act  ot  Congress 
approved  March  2, 1889  (25  Stats.,  1004)  an  additional  sum  of  money 
was  appropriated  <4o  pay  in  fall  the  Seminole  Nation  of  Indians  for  all 
their  right,  title,  interest  and  claic^  which  said  nation  of  Indians  may 
have  in  and  to  certain  lands  ceded"  by  said  treaty  of  1866,  which  is 
estimated  to  amount  to  ninety- four  cents  per  acre. 

The  question  submitted  is  whether  said  applicants  shall  be  required 
to  pay  the  amount  originally  allowed  to  said  Greek  and  Seminole  In- 
dians, respectively,  namely,  thirty  and  fifteen  cents  per  acre,  or  the 
full  amount  paid  by  the  United  States  for  the  complete  Indian  title  and 
claim. 

The  answer  to  said  inquiry  involves  the  further  question  whether 
said  applicants  can  have  allotments  under  said  act  of  1872,  or  can  be 
allowed  to  have  allotments  under  the  act  of  1887,  at  their  election.  If 
said  executive  action,  as  above  recited,  is  to  remain  unrevoked  and  un- 
changed, then  it  would  seem  that  the  applicants  would  be  required  to 
take  allotments  under  said  act  of  1887. 

Said  letter  to  the  President  transmitted  the  communication  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Indian  Affairs  ^^  upon  the  subject  of  the  allotment  of  lands 
in  severalty  to  members  of  the  Citizen  band  of  Pottawatomies  and  the 
absentee  Shawnee  Indians  "  located  upon  the  reservation  as  aforesaid. 
It  quotes  from  the  report  of  the  Commissioner  relative  to  the  amount 
of  land  allowed  to  each  allottee,  as  follows : 

To  each  bead  of  a  family,  and  to  each  other  member  twenty-one  years  of  age  not 
more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  and  to  each  minor  of  the  tribe  not  more  than 
eighty  acres,  the  cost  of  the  same  to  be  reimbursed  to  the  United  States  before  cer- 
tificates are  issned.  Three  years  continuoas  residence  upon  the  reservation  is  also 
required. 

Under  this  provision,  married  women  over  twenty-one  are  entitled  to  not  more 
than  eighty  acres,  while  under  the  allotment  act  of  February  8,  1887,  they  are  en- 
titled to  no  land.  Minors  are  also  entitled  to  not  more  than  eighty  acres,  while  under 
the  act  of  February  8,  1887,  minors  under  eighteen,  not  orphans,  are  entitled  to  forty 
acres. 

And  "  as  the  Indians  were  required  to  pay  for  their  land  under  tbe 
act  of  1872,"  the  Commissioner  expresses  the  opinion,  ^'that  the  said 
act  can  in  no  way  govern  the  quantity  of  land  to  be  allotted  under  tbe 
later  act," 

The  statement  of  the  Commissioner  relative  to  the  limitation  of  the 
quantity  of  land  to  be  allotted  to  the  married  women  of  the  Potta- 
watomies is  erroneous,  as  the  act  of  1872  provides  that  each  Indian 
over  twenty-one  years  of  age  may  have  not  more  than  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres. 

The  President  was  required  to  give  direction  ^'  for  the  allotments  of 
lands  to  the  Indians  indicated  under  the  act  of  February  8^  1887," 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  107 

which  he  did  on  May  24, 1887.  The  sabsequent  executive  action  did 
not  change  the  direction  as  to  the  act,  nnder  which  allotments  to  said 
Indians  were  to  be  made.  This  direction  of  the  President  is  binding 
npon  this  Department  until  changed  or  modified  by  the  proper  execu- 
tive action.  Until  authority  is  given  by  the  President  to  allow  said 
applicants  to  receive  allotments  under  said  act  of  1872,  in  my  judg- 
ment, they  can  not  be  allowed  to  take  allotments  thereunder. 

The  question  ^^  as  to  the  proper  form  in  which  patents  should  be 
issued  for  lands  allotted,  and  to  be  allotted,  to  the  Lac  de  Flambeau 
band  of  Chippewa  Indians,  in  Wisconsin,"  was  submitted  for  my  opin- 
ion by  Acting  Secretary  Chandler.  In  my  opinion,  dated  September  18, 
1889,  it  was  held  (IJ  that  the  treaty  of  September  30,  1854  (10  Stats., 
1109),  was  not  repealed,  changed  or  modified  by  said  act  of  1887 ;  (2) 
that  the  right  of  allotment  was  conferred  by  said  treaty  of  1854,  and 
that  patents  for  allotments  thereunder  should  be  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  said  treaty,  whether  the  selections  and  allotments  were 
made  or  the  approvals  signed  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
1887.  This  opinion  was  concurred  in  by  you  on  September  23, 1889, 
and  transmitted  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  for  his  informa- 
tion (9  L.  D.,  392).  It  may  be  observed  that  the  precise  question  sub- 
mitted was :  '<  What  kind  of  patent  should  issue  where  allotments  were 
made  under  the  treaty  of  1854,  and  subsequent  to  the  act  of  1887 ;"  and 
the  answer  was  made  that  they  should  issue  under  the  provisions  of 
said  treaty.  There  are  expressions  in  said  opinion  which  possibly  con- 
vey the  impression  that  all  allotments  provided  for  by  acts  or  treaties 
prior  to  said  act  of  1887  must  nt'cessarily  be  made  under  the  terms  of  the 
prior  act  or  treaty,  but  the  language  of  the  whole  opinion  shows  that 
it  was  not  the  intention  to  so  hold.  It  must  be  remembered  that  sec- 
tion one  of  the  act  of  1887  expressly  provides : 

That  where  the  treaty  or  act  of  Congress  setting  apart  snch  reservation  provides 
for  the  allotment  of  lands  in  severalty  in  quantities  in  excess  of  those  herein  pro- 
vided, the  President,  in  making  allotments  npon  such  reservation,  shall  allot  the  lands 
to  each  individual  Indian  belonging  thereon  in  quantity  as  specified  in  such  treaty 
or  act. 

Since  under  said  act  of  1872  a  larger  amount  of  land  may  be  taken 
than  under  the  act  of  1887,  the  applicants  should  be  allowed  allotments 
nnder  the  former  act.  It  is  true  that  under  said  act  of  1872,  the  lauds 
allotted  must  be  paid  for  by  the  allottees ;  but  that  fact  alone  does  not 
deprive  the  Indians  of  the  right  to  take  under  said  act  if  they  so  elect. 
As  to  the  price,  it  would  seem  but  just  that  the  Indians  be  permitted 
to  pay  the  amount  originally  given  by  the  United  States  for  the  land, 
because  they  would  have  been  so  entitled  at  the  time  the  allotments 
were  made  prior  to  the  acts  of  1889  («wjpra),  and  as  they  relinquish 
these  lands  for  the  new  allotments  desired,  it  is  practically  an  ex- 
change of  lands,  and  I  therefore  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commis- 
sioner that  the  Indians,  if  allowed  allotments  under  said  act  of  1872, 
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sliouUl  be  required  to  pay  for  the  land  allotted  the  price  designated  in 
8aid  treaties  under  which  they  were  ceded  to  the  United  States.  But 
I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  no  allotments  should  be  allowed  under 
said  act  of  1872,  until  said  executive  action  be  revoked  or  modified.  I 
see  no  objection,  if  authority  be  given  by  the  President,  to  allowing 
said  Indians  to  elect  under  which  of  said  acts  they  will  take  allot- 
ments ;  but  until  the  President  so  directs  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  said 
applicants  can  take  new  allotments  only  under  the. act  of  1887,  and 
should  not  be  required  to  pay 'any  price  for  the  lands  selected  by  them. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— ISSUANCE  OP  PATENTS. 

Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  Kansas  Division. 

Tbe  failure  of  tbe  Leavenworth,  Pawnee  and  Western  Company  to  signify  under  seal 
its  acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1862,  does  not  defeat  the 
right  to  patents  thereunder,  for  (1)  section  nine  of  said  act,  by  which  the  grant 
is  made  to  this  company,  does  not  in  terms  require  said  acceptance  to  be  under 
seal ;  and  (2)  the  res  jlutiou  of  the  board  of  directors  of  said  company  accept- 
ing said  provisions,  duly  certified  as  the  action  of  said  board,  was  received  by 
the  Department  as  a  valid  acceptance  of  said  provisions,  and  the  validity  thereof 
subsequently  recognized  by  tbe  Department  and  Congress,  the  road  constructed 
and  titles  vested  on  the  faith  of  that  transaction. 

The  grant  is  not  controlled  by  the  designation  of  the  general  route  but  by  the  defi- 
nite location  of  the  road,  and  the  departure  of  the  company  in  its  location  and 
construction  of  tbe  road  from  the  line  of  general  route,  as  designated  by  tbe 
map  of  1S66,  does  not  work  an  abridgement  of  the  grant. 

The  President's  acceptance  and  approval  of  the  road,  as  constructed  on  its  line  of 
definite  location  west  of  Fort  Riley  to  the  one  hundredth  meridian  of  longi- 
tude, meets  the  statutory  requirement  that  such  route  shall  be  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  President,  as  the  map  of  said  route  was  accepted  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  road  constructed  ou  the  faith  of  said  acceptance. 

Directions  given  for  the  issuance  of  patents. 

Secretary  NohU  to  the  Ca^yinmsioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June  28, 

1890. 

By  letter  of  December  17, 1887,  your  o  ffice  submitted  a  statement 
relative  to  tbe  suspension  of  patents  for  lands  in  the  State  of  Elansas 
granted  by  ''acts  of  July  1, 1862,  and  July  2, 1864,  to  the  Leaven wortb, 
Pawnee  and  Western,  afterwards  the  Kansas  Pacific  railroad  company, 
now  known  as  the  Union  Pacific  railway  company,  Kansas  division." 

Said  report  states  that  "on  October  1,  1883,  the  governor  of  the  St&te 
of  Kansas  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Department  in  which  after  referring 
to  petition  and  argument  respecting  said  grant  filed  in  the  Department 
by  Hon.  S.  J.  Crawford,  attorney  for  the  State  and  to  the  fact  that  lists 
embracing  several  hundred  thousand  acres  had  been,  or  were  about  to 
be  filed  in  this  oflSce  for  certification,  regardless  of  the  failure  of  said 
company  to  comply  with  the  law  as  shown  by  Mr.  Crawford,   he  re- 
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quested  that  uo  more  lands  be  certified  to  the  railway  company  until 
the  grant  had  been  adjusted  according  to  law,  in  order  that  the  rights 
of  the  State  as  well  as  the  settlers  might  be  protected.  November  3, 
1883,  Hon.  S.  J.  Crawford  filed  in  this  ofiQce  a  printed  coi)y  of  his  pe- 
tition and  argument  referred  to  by  the  governor  and  asked  that  the 
issue  of  patents  to  said  company  bo  suspended  until  the  questions  sub- 
mitted were  determined." 

It  appears  from  said  report  that  thereupon  an  order  directing  that 
the  issue  of  such  patents  be  suspended,  was  made  by  your  office. 

Said  report  further  states  that: 

The  Uuion  Pacific  Railway  has,  since  lc^83,  filed  lists  of  selections  and  applications 
for  patents  for  upwards  of  800,000  acres  and  has  paid  the  fees  for  selecting  and  sur- 
veying the  same. 

On  the  22nd  October,  1886,  Messrs.  Shellabarger  and  Wilson,  of  this  city,  attorneys 
for  said  company,  requested  that  patents  for  snch  of  the  selected  lands  as  were  clearly 
HQbject  to  the  company's  selection  be  issued  at  the  earliest  practicable  day. 

Your  office  after  a  review  of  the  questions  presented  concluded  in 
said  report  that  the  points  raised  by  Mr.  Crawford  **  do  not  reach  to 
the  right  of  the  company  to  the  lands  now  in  controversy,'^  and  pro- 
posed, with  the  approval  of  the  Department,  to  prepare  and  submit  for 
approval  lists  of  the  selected  lands,  as  a  basis  for  patent. 

I  have  considered  the  questions  presented,  as  will  appear  by  the  fol- 
lowing : 

By  section  one  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  1, 1862,  (12  Stat., 
489),  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  authorized  to  construct 
a  railroad  from  a  point  ou  the  one  hundredth  meridian  of  longitude 
west  from  Greenwich,  between  the  south  margin  of  the  valley  of  the 
Bepublican  Elver  and  the  north  margin  of  the  valley  of  the  Platte 
Biver,  in  the  Territory  of  Nebraska,  to  the  western  boundary  of  Ne- 
vada Territory. 

By  section  seven  it  was  provided, 

That  within  two  years  after  the  passage  of  this  act  said  company  shall  designate 
the  general  route  of  said  road,  as  near  as  may  be,  and  shall  file  a  map  of  the  same  in 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  whereupon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause 
the  lands  within  £fteen  miles  of  said  designated  route,  or  routes  to  be  withdrawn 
from  pre-emption  private  entry  and  sale ;  and  when  any  portion  of  said  route  shall 
be  finally  located,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause  the  said  lands  hereinbefore 
panted  to  be  surveyed  and  set  ofi'  as  fast  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  herein 
named. 

By  section  nine  thereof  the  Leavenworth,  Pawnee  and  Western  Rail- 
road Company  of  Kansas  was  authorized 

To  construct  a  railroad  and  telegraph  line  from  the  Missouri  river  at  the  mouth  of 
the  Kansas  river,  on  the  south  side  thereof,  so  as  to  connect  with  the  Pacific  Railroad 
of  Missouri,  to  the  aforesaid  point,  on  the  one  hundredth  meridian  of  longitude  west 
from  Greenwich,  as  herein  provided,  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  in  all 
respects  as  are  provided  in  tl^is  act  for  tbe  cQnstrnctjon  of  tho  iiiilroad  and  telegraph 
line  drst  me^tion^U. 
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Said  section  further  provided  that  the  route  in  Kansas  west  of  the 
ueridian  of  Fort  Eiley  was  to  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  be  determined  by  him  on  actual  survey  and  the  company  was 
required  to  file  its  acceptance  of  the  conditions  of  said  act  in  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  within  six  months  after  the  passage  of  the  act. 

It  is  urged  by  Mr.  Crawford  that  said  company  failed  to  file  its  ac- 
ceptance of  said  grant,  under  seal^  and  is  therefore  disqualified  from 
receiving  the  lands  granted. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  provision  in  section  seven  of  said  act*, 
'^  That  said  company  shall  file  their  assent  to  this  act  under  the  seal  of 
said  company  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,"  applies  in  terms  only 
to  the  Union  Pacific  Company.  The  road  in  question  is  not  mentioned 
until  section  nine  thereof  is  reached,  and  that  section  provides  that  it 
shall  file  its  ^^  acceptance  of  the  conditions  of  this  act  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  luterior,  within  six  months  after  the  passage  of  this  act." 
The  requirement  of  the  seal  is  omitted. 

But  if  this  is  not  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  objection,  the  records  of 
the  Department  show  that  on  November  24,  1862,  a  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Leavenworth  Pawnee  and  Western  railroad 
company  was  received,  transmitted  .by  J.  H.  McDowell,  president  of  the 
company,  and  certified  by  the  secretary  thereof,  as  taken  by  him  from 
the  books  of  the  company,  accepting  the  provisions  of  said  act.  This 
resolution  was  accepted  by  the  Department  as  a  proper  one,  and  its  re- 
ceipt acknowledged.  Subsequently,  in  response  to  a  resolution  of  the 
Senate,  the  Department  transmitted  a  copy  of  said  resolution  to  that 
body,  on  March  4, 1864,  pending  the  passage  of  the  amendatory  act  of 
that  year  increasing  the  grant  to-said  company.  The  validity  of  the  ac- 
ceptance has  never  been  questioned.  The  Department  has  acted  on  it, 
the  road  has  been  built,  and  Congress  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the 
character  of  the  acceptance,  has  conferred  additional  grants  on  the 
company. 

The  government  in  two  of  its  branches,  and  the  company  have  treated 
the  acceptance  as  valid  and  titles  have  vested  on  the  faith  of  that  trans- 
action. As  between  them  there  can  be  no  question  of  the  validity  of 
the  acceptance.  Perhaps  it  will  not  be  questioned  that  a  corporation 
may  bind  itself  by  acts  not  under  seal.  It  is  well  settled  in  the  United 
States  that  the  acts  of  a  corporation  evidenced  by  vote  are  as  completely 
binding  upon  it,  and  are  as  complete  authority  to  its  agents,  as  the 
most  solemn  acts  doue  under  its  corporate  seal.  Angell  and  Ames  on 
Corporatious,  section  257.  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dandridge,  12 
Wheat.,  64  j  2  Kent  Com.,  288  5  Garrison  v.  Combs,  22  Am.,  Dec  120, 
(7  J.  J.  Marshall  84,  Kentucky). 

The  conditions  of  the  amendatory  act  of  1864  were  accepted,  by  the 
company,  under  seal. 

The  main  objection  urged  against  the  issue  of  patents  has  reference 
to  a  change  of  the  route  of  the  road.  The  following  recital  of  facts  be- 
comes necessary. 
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By  letter  dated  July  2, 1862,  Mr.  Tliomas  Ewing,  as  attorney  for  the 
Leavenworth,  Pawnee,  and  Western  railroad  company,  filed  in  your 
office  a  map  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  the  Territory  of  Nebraska,  on 
which  was  indicated  in  pencil,  the  <^  probable  "  roate  of  the  road  from 
a  point  on  the  Kansas  river  opposite  the  town  of  Lawrence,  thence  up 
said  river  to  the  mouth  of  the  Republican  river  thence  up  that  river  to 
the  100th  meridian  of  longitude.  On  July  17, 1862,  the  local  officers 
for  the  proper  land  districts  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska  were  directed  to 
withdraw  the  lands  within  fifteen  miles  of  said  probable  route  from  set- 
tlement and  entry.  This  withdrawal  was  subsequently  modified  so  as 
to  open  the  lands  in  the  even  numbered  sections  to  entry  under  the  pre- 
emption and  homestead  laws  at  the  double  minimum  price. 

By  said  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1864,  (13  Stat.,  356)  the  act 
of  July  1,  1862  was  amended  so  as  to  increase  the  grant  to  ten  sections 
per  mile,  to  be  taken  within  a  limit  of  twenty  miles  on  each  side  of  the 
road,  and  to  provide  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  odd  sections  within 
twenty-five  miles  of  the  road  on  filing  map  of  general  route. 

By  section  five  of  said  act  the  time  for  designating  the  general  route 
of  said  railroad,  and  of  filing  the  map  of  the  same,  and  the  time  for  the 
completion  of  that  part  of  the  railroads  required  by  the  terms  of  the 
act  of  1862  of  each  company,  was  extended  one  year  from  the  time  des- 
ignated in  the  act  of  1862. 

On  July  1, 1865,  a  map  showing  the  general  route  of  the  road  in  ques- 
tion from  the  Missouri  Biver  to  the  one  hundredth  meridian  of  west 
longitude,  was  filed.  The  line  shown  upon  said  map  was  almost  iden- 
tical with  the  line  of  '^  probable  route ''  designated  by  the  map  filed  by 
Mr.  Ewing  in  1862.  The  map  was  referred  to  your  office  for  appropriate 
action  and  with  yojir  office  letter  of  July  3,  1865,  returned  to  the  De- 
partment, with  the  recommendation  that  as  the  odd  sections  within  fif- 
teen miles  of  the  line  shown  thereon  were  already  withdrawn,  no  fur- 
ther withdrawal  should  be  ordered  .until  the  road  had  been  surveyed 
and  located  and  a  map  thereof  filed  in  the  Department.  No  further 
withdrawal  was  made  at  that  time. 

By  act  of  Congress  approved  July  3, 1866,  (14  Stat.,  79)  amendatory 
of  said  act  of  1864,  the  Union  Pacific  Bailway  Company,  eastern  divis- 
ion was  authorized  to  designate  the  general  route  of  its  road,  and  file 
a  map  of  the  same,  at  any  time  before  Decemi)er  1st,  1866,  and  upon  the 
filing  of  said  map  of  general  route,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was 
directed  to  withdraw  from  sale  the  lands  along  the  entire  line,  so  far  as 
the  same  might  be  designated.  It  was  provided,  however,  that  said 
company  should  connect  its  road  with  the  Union  Pacific  Bailroad,  but 
not  at  a  point  more  than  fifty  miles  westwardly  from  the  meridian  of 
Denver. 

On  July  11,  1866,  the  company  filed  a  map  designating  the  gen- 
eral route  of  its  road  from  Fort  Biley,  up  the  Smoky  Hill  River,  to  the 
urestem  boundary  of  Kansas,  whereupon  the  odd  sections  within  twenty- 
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five  miles  of  such  route  were  withdrawn  from  entry  by 'order  of  tbe 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  in  November  following,  such  of  the  lands 
withdrawn  along  the  route  up  tbe  Republican  as  were  not  within  twen- 
ty-five miles  of  the  new  route  were  restored  to  settlement  and  entry. 

The  road  west  of  Fort  Biley  was  definitely  located  in  sections,  the 
maps  of  which  were  filed  as  follows: 

From  Fort  Riley  to  Fort  Harker,  May  8, 1867. 

From  Fort  Harker  to  Fort  Hays,  Sept.  21, 1867. 

From  Fort  Hays  to  the  335th  mile  post,  Dec.  6th,  1867. 

From  the  335th  to  the  405th  mile  post.  May  6th,  1870. 

From  the  405th  mile  post  to  Denver,  Oolo.,  May  26,  1870. 
The  line  of  definite  location  as  shown  upon  these  maps  is  not  iden- 
tical with  the  line  of  general  route,  the  distance  between  the  two  Hues 
amounting  in  some  places  to  as  much  as  twenty-five  miles. 

Following  the  filing  of  these  maps  the  withdrawal  previously  ordered 
on  the  line  of  general  route-  was  adjusted  to  the  line  of  definite  loca- 
tion, i.  e.,  such  of  the  lands  within  the  twenty-five  mile  limits  of  the 
withdrawal  on  general  route  as  were  not  within  twenty  miles  of  the  line 
of  definite  location  were  restored  to  entry,  and  at  the  same  time  sach 
of  the  lands  within  twenty  miles  of  the  line  of  definite  location  as  were 
not  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  route  were  with- 
drawn for  the  benefit  of  the  grant. 

It  is  urged  that  the  action  of  the  company  in  departing  from  its  line 
of  general  route,  and  locating  and  constructing  its  road  upon  another 
and  different  route,  was  an  abandonment  of  its  grant  to  tbe  extent  of 
such  departure,  or  at  least  an  abandonment  of  such  lands  as  are  oat- 
side  the  withdrawal  on  general  route,  though  within  the  withdrawal  on 
definite  location. 

This  question  is  very  thoroughly  considered  by  your  office  in  said  re- 
port, as  follows : 

If  the  desi^natiou  of  the  line  of  1866  was  siich'a  designation  of  tbe  line  of  the  road 
that  the  right  of  the  company  thereby  attached  to  the  odd  nnmbered  sections  aloDj; 
such  line,  it  follows  that  such  line  coald  not  afterwards  be  changed  so  as  to  affect  the 
grant  withont  the  consent  of  Congress.    Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals,  106  U.  S  ,  360. 

The  question  then  is  whether  the  right  of  the  company  attached  to  lands  along  the 
line  of  1866  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  designating  the  same. 

The  grant  to  the  Kansas  Pacific  Railway  Company  is  of  the  alternate  odd  nnm- 
bered sections  within  twenty  miles  on  each  side  of  its  road,  '*  not  sold,  reserved,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and  to  which  a  homest'Oador  pre-emptioD 
claim  may  not  have  attached  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  roadia  definitely  fixed," 

The  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1862,  as  amended  by  act  of  July  2,  1864, 
provides : 

''That  within  two  years  after  the  passage  of  this  act  said  company  shall  designate 
the  general  route  of  same  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  whereupon  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  shall  cause  the  lands  witl^in  twenty-five  miles  of  said  desig- 
nated route  or  routes  to  bo  withdrawn  from  pre-emption,  private  entry  and  sale." 

Here,  apparently,  are  two  separate  and  distinct  lines;  first,  a  preliminary  or  gen- 
eral lino,  to  be  followed  by  a  withdrawal  of  the  odd  sections  within  twenty-five  miles 
thereof,  and,  second,  a  final  or  definite  fine  the  designi^tioi^  of  which  identifies,  aii4 
f^UmU^  tbe  cpmpany's  rigl^t  tp  the  grt^nted  lands. 
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Until  the  line  of  the  road  was  definitely  fixed  the  grant  was  in  the  nature  of  a  float 
requiring  a  definite  location  to  attach  or  anchor  it  to  the  particular  sections  granted. 

In  the  case  of  Kansas  Pacific  Railway  v.  Dnnmeyer,  (113  U.  S.,  629),  the  supreme 
court,  discQssing  the  grant  to  said  company,  distinguished  between  the  general  route 
and  the  definite  location,  and  defined  the  purpose  and  effect  of  each,  and  Its  decision 
)Q  that  ease  is  conclusive  of  the  question  involved  herein.  Speaking  of  the  line  of 
definite  location  the  court  said : 

"  Wherever  the  road  might  go  the  grant  was  limited  originally  to  five  sections,  and, 
by  the  amendment  of  1864,  to  ten  sections  on  each  side  of  it  within  the  limit  of  twenty 
miles." 

"When  the  line  was  fixed,  which  we  have  already  said  was  by  the  act  of  filing  this 
map  of  definite  location  in  the  General  Land  Office,  then  the  criterion  was  established 
by  which  the  lands  to  which  the  road  had  a  right  were  to  be  determined.  Topo- 
graphically this  determined  which  were  the  ten  alternate  sections  on  each  side  of  that 
line  where  the  surveys  had  then  been  made.'' 

And  in  the  case  of  Bnttz  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  (119  U.  S.,  55),  the  court 
said: 

'*  The  act  of  Congress  not  only  contemplates  the  filing  by  the  company  in  the  office 
of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  of  a  map  showing  the  definite  loca- 
tion of  the  line  of  its  road,  and  limits  the  grant  to  such  alternate  sections  as  have  not, 
at  that  time,  been  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  are  free 
from  pre-emption,  grant,  or  other  claims  of  rights,  but  it  also  contemplates  a  prelimi- 
nary designation  of  the  general  route  of  the  road,  and  the  exclusion  from  sale,  entry 
or  pre-emption  of  the  adjoining  odd  sections,  within  forty  miles  on  each  side,  until 
the  definite  location  is  made." 

These  and  similar  decisions  hold  that  the  designation  of  the  general  route  in  no  way 
controlled  the  grant,  and  that  its  purpose  was  to  preserve  the  lands  from  other  ap- 
propriation autil  the  road  could  be  definitely  located.  Kansas  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  v, 
Danmeyer;  Bnttz  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  supra;  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co., 
lOCL.  O.,  74. 

In  the  Dunmeyer  case,  the  supreme  court,  discussing  the  effect  of  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  general  route  of  the  Kansas  Pacific  Railway,  said  : 

**  This  action  does  not  like  the  filing  of  the  line  of  definite  location,  vest  in  the 
company  a  right  to  any  specific  piece  of  land.  It  establishes  no  claim  to  any  par- 
ticular section  with  an  odd  number.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  withdraw  certain 
lands  from  sale,  pre-emption,  etc." 

The  grant  being  of  the  odd  numbered  sections  within  twenty  miles  of  the  line  of 
definite  location,  and  no  right  to  any  specific  lands  being  vested  in  the  company  by 
the  designation  of  the  general  route,  it  followE  that  in  fixing  its  definite  location, 
the  company  was  not  necessarily  required  to  conform  to  the  line  of  general  route. 

Said  report  further  truly  states  that,— 

This  Department  has  uniformly  permitted  a  change  of  line  after  filing  of  a  map  of 
general  route,  and  after  such  change  has  adjusted  the  withdrawal  on  general  route 
to  the  line  of  definite  location. 

I  concur  iu  the  conclusion  reached  by  your  office  on  this  point. 

Again  it  is  urged  that  the  designation  of  the  route  west  of  Fort 
Biley  and  the  withdrawal  thereon  were  illegal  because  that  portion  of 
the  route  was  not  approved  by  the  President,  and  that  consequently 
the  grant  west  of  Fort  Uiley  has  failed. 

It  is  said  that,  '^  In  ordering  the  unauthorized,  unlawful,  and  forbid- 
den withdrawal  of  July  11,  1866,  Secretary  Harlan,  following  in  the 
footsteps  of  Commissioner  Edmunds,  seems  to  have  disregarded  all 
statutory  requirements,  legal  principles,  and  adv^ifeory  opinions.  In 
2497— VOL  11 8 
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sapport  of  this  objectioD  the  opiDion  of  Assistant  Attorney  General 
Smith  ol  October  3, 1871,  approveil  by  Secretary  Delano,  (1  C.  L.  L., 
365),  is  cited. 

That  opinion  held  that  the  Kansas  Pacific  did  uot  acquire  a  right  to 
lands  west  of  the  meridian  ot  Fort  Biley  under  the  act  of  1862,  be- 
caaso  its  route  was  not  approved  by  the  President,  but  that  it  did  ac- 
quire such  right  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1869,  (15 
Stat.,  324).  To  this  it  must  be  answered  that  said  opinion  is  in  con- 
flict with  that  of  the  United  States  supreme  court,  delivered  in  1878, 
in  the  ca-se  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  liailway  Company  v, 
Kansas  Pacific  Eailway  Company,  (97  U.  8.,  491).  The  court  there  held 
(syllabus)  that  by  the  act  of  July  3,  1866  (14  Stat.,  79),  the  E^ansas 
Pacific  railway  company 

was  authorized  to  designate  the  goueral  route  of  its  roud,  and  to  file  a  map  there- 
of at  any  time  before  December  1,  1866:  Providedf  that  after  the  filing  of  the  map 
the  lands  along  its  entire  lino  so  far  as  designated,  shoald  be  reserved  from  sale  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Within  the  specified  time,  the  company  filed  a  map 
desi^ating  as  such  general  route  a  line  from  Fort  Kiloy  to  the  western  boundary  of 
Kansas,  by  way  of  the  Smoky  Hill  river.  The  lands  upon  this  route  embracing 
among  others,  tlioso  now  in  controversy,  were  accordingly  withdrawn  from  sale ; 
and  in  January,  1867,  the  road  was  completed  for  twenty  five  miles,  approved  by  the 
Commissioners  appointed  to  examine  it,  and  accepted  by  the  President.  Held,  1. 
That  the  title  ot  the  company  attaching  to  those  lands  by  the  location  of  the  road, 
followed  by  the  construction  thereof,  took  effect,  by  relation,  as  of  the  date  of  the 
said  act  ot  1H62,  so  as  to  cut  oif  all  intervening  claimants,  except  in  the  cases  where 
reservations  were  specially  made  in  it,  and  the  amendatory  act  of  1864.  The  lands 
there  in  question  lay  west  of  Fort  Kile}-. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  on  this  point  is,  ^^  The  route  in  E^ansas, 
west  of  the  meridian  of  Fort  Hiiey,  to  the  aforesaid  point,  on  the  one 
hundredth  meridian  of  longitude,  to  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  to  be  determined  by  him  on  actual 
survey.^ 

The  route  of  1866  was  not  approved  by  the  President  in  person. 
The  company  however,  constructed  its  road  upon  the  line  of  definite 
location  and  the  same  was  accepted  and  approved  by  the  President. 
This  would  appear  to  meet  the  requirement  of  the  granting  act  inde- 
pendently of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court.  The  map  of  the  route 
was  filed  and  accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  on  the 
faith  of  this  the  road  was  built.  The  President  never  disapproved  of 
the  route. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  it  is  evident  that  the  Department,  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1866,  treated  this  provision  as  not  extending 
to  the  new  route  authorized  by  said  act,  but  as  still  applicable  to  the 
abandoned  route  up  the  Bepublican  where  an  actual  survey  and  ap- 
proval by  the  President  was  required  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  amount  of  bonds  of  the  United  States  to  which  the  company  would 
have  been  entitled  had  it  constructed  its  road  upon  that  route,  it  being 
restricted  to  that  amount  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1866. 
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A  survey  of  the  roate  from  Fort  Biley  to  a  connection  with  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  at  the  100th  meridian  was  accordingly  made  during 
the  snmmer  of  1868,  under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, by  Brevet  Major  O.  W.  Howell,  Gapt.  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Army, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  *'  the  most  direct  and  practicable  rente 
for  a  railroad  npon  the  rente  prescribed  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1862,"  which  survey,  together  with  the  recommendation  of  Secretary 
Browning  that  the  amount  of  bonds  to  be  issued  to  said  company  in 
aid  of  the  construction  of  its  road  along  the  new  route  be  restricted  to 
the  length  of  the  old  route  as  ascertained  by  said  survey,  was  approved 
by  the  President  October  30, 1868. 

S4iid  report  further  says : 

I  deem  it  proper,  however,  to  add  that  the  Pacific  Railway  commission  has  called 
for  mnch  information  from  this  office  in  respect  to  the  statas  of  grants  of  land  to  the 
Pacific  R.  R.  corporations,  and  I  have  understood  that  some  recommendation  may 
potfsibly  be  made  to  Congress  by  said  commission  touching  the  control  or  disposition 
of  anpatented  lands.  I  am  not  advised  of  the  nature  of  the  report  that  has  been 
made  by  the  commission,  bnt  I  think  it  proper  to  submit  for  yonr  consideration  the 
qneistion  of  the  expediency  of  deferring  the  perfection  of  railroad  titles  by  issue  of 
farther  patents  to  the  companies  which  are  iu  default  in  their  indebtedness  to  the 
United  States,  pending  the  report  of  the  commisBion,  or  of  action  by  Congress  in  the 
matter  of  the  atynstment  of  such  indebtedness. 

The  facts  with  reference  to  this  matter  are  as  follows :  Pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1887,  (24  Stat.,  488). 
The  United  States  Pacific  Railway  commission  on  April  17,  1887,  was 
appointed  by  the  President.  The  act  was  entitled,  '^  An  act  authoriz- 
ing an  investigation  of  the  books,  accounts,  and  methods  of  railroads 
which  have  received  aid  from  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." The  report  of  the  commission  was  submitted  to  Congress  with 
a  message  from  the  President  dated  January  17, 1888. 

The  message  was  devoted  largely  to  the  question  of  the  indebtedness 
of  said  companies  to  the  government    It  says : 

The  majority  of  the  commission  are  in  favor  of  an  extension  of  the  time  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  goTernment  indebtedness  of  these  companies,  upon  certain  conditions. 
Bnt  the  chairman  of  the  commission,  presenting  the  minority  report,  recommends, 
both  npon  principle  and  policy,  the  institution  of  proceedings  for  the  forfeiture  of 
the  charters  of  the  corporations  and  the  winding  up  of  their  affairs. 

In  reference  to  the  land  grants  the  President  said  : 

I  desire  to  call  attention  also  to  the  fact  that  if  all  that  was  to  be  done  on  the  part 
of  the  government  to  fully  vest  in  these  companies  the  grants  and  advantages  ccn- 
templatdd  by  the  acts  passed  iu  their  interest  has  not  yet  been  perfected,  and  if  the 
failure  of  snch  companies  to  perform  in  good  faith  their  part  of  the  contract  Justifies 
such  a  course,  the  power  rests  with  the  Congress  to  withhold  further  performance  on 
the  part  of  the  government.  If  donated  lands  are  not  yet  grtinted  to  t  heso  couipanles, 
and  if  their  violation  of  contract  and  of  duty  are  such  as  in  justice  and  morals  forfeit 
their  right*  to  such  lauds,  CongrcsMional  action  nhonld  intervene  to  prevent  further 
couHumination.  Executive  power  miiHt  he  exerciHcd  aeconliiig  lo  oxlHiiiig  laws,  and 
executive  discretion  in  probably  not  broad  enough  to  reach  hucIi  difliQulties. 
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With  all  tho  facts  and  the  recoinineiidations  of  the  President  before 
it,  the  Fiftieth  Congress  expired  without  enacting  any  farther  legisla- 
tion on  this  sabject. 

I  have  thns  carefully  examined  all  the  objections  urged  suggested 
against  the  issuance  of  the  patents  here  in  question  and  have  found  no 
reason  to  justify  the  further  suspension  of  the  same.  The  road  has  been 
completed,  the  selections  have  been  made,  and  the  fees  paid,  and  the 
objections  urged  are  not  founded  in  law.  There  are  no  ad  verse  claims. 
I,  therefore,  concur  in  the  proposal  of  your  office  that  proper  lists  of 
the  selected  lands  be  prepared  and  submitted  for  approval,  as  a  basis 
for  patent. 

The  existing  law  on  this  subject  is  found  in  the  fourth  section  of  said 
act  of  1862,  as  follows : 

And  be  itfuriherenaoted,  That  whenever  said  company  sUall  have  completed  forty 
consecutive  miles  of  any  portion  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line,  ready  for  the 
service  contetnplated  by  this  act,  and  sapplicd  with  all  necessary  drains,  onl verts, 
viaducts,  crossings,  sidings,  bridges,  turn-onts,  watering-places,  depots,  equipments, 
farniture,  and  ail  other  appurtenances  of  a  first-class  railroad,  the  rails  and  all  the 
other  iron  used  in  the  construction  and  equipment  of  said  road  to  be  American  manu- 
facture of  the  best  quality,  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  appoint  three  com- 
missioners to  examine  the  same  and  report  to  him  in  rebition  thereto ;  and  if  it  shall 
appear  to  him  that  forty  consecutive  miles  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  have 
been  completed  and  equipped  in  all  respects  as  required  by  this  act,  then,  upon 
certificate  of  said  commissioners  to  that  effect,  patents  shall  issue  xionveying  the 
right  and  title  to  said  lands  to  said  company,  on  each  side  of  the  road  as  far  as  the 
same  is  completed,  to  the  amount  aforesaid;  and  patents  shall  in  like  manner  issae 
as  each  forty  miles  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  are  completed,  upon  certificate 
of  said  commissioners. 


OSAGE  L.AND— FINAL,  PJROOF. 

EWING  V,  Chilbeks. 

The  fact  that  the  receiver's  receipt  is  dated  one  day  beyond  the  six  months  from  the 
time  of  making  Osage  filing  is  not  such  an  irregularity  as  will  defeat  the  entry, 
where  the  proof  and  final  affidavit  wore  made  within  said  period  and  good  faith 
is  otherwise  apparent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  July  29, 1890. . . 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  William  H.  Ghilders  from  your  office 
decision  of  December  19, 1888,  in  which  you  reject  his  final  proof  on 
his  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  6376,  for  the  SW.  \  of  Sec.  10,  T. 
27  S.,  B.  12  W.,  Lamed,  Kansas,  and  hold  his  filing  for  cancellation. 

He  made  his  filing  on  said  tract  on  November  14, 1884,  alleging  set- 
tlement  September  10th  of  that  year. 

Joanna  E.  Bwing  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  5726,  on 
October  6,  1884,  for  the  S.  i  SE.  |  and  E.  J  SW.  |  of  the  same  section, 
alleging  settlement  September  15,  1884.    She  made  her  final  i^roof  be- 
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fore  A.  S.  Fay,  probate  judge  of  Pratt  county,  Kausas,  on  April  4, 
1885,  and  obtained  the  receiver's  receipt  Ko.  5012  for  the  first  payment, 
dated  April  7, 1885. 

On  January  28, 1885,  Ohilders  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  make 
final  proof  on  March  25, 1885,  and  Ewing  filed  protest  against  allowing 
Gliilders'  proof  as  being  in  conflict  with  her  filing  as  to  the  E.  i  SW.  ^ 
of  said  section. 

Hearing  was  had  on  Ewing's  protest,  and  on  Febraary  25, 1887,  the 
register  and  receiver  held  for  rejection  the  final  proof  of  Ohilders,  and 
on  appeal  you  affirm  that  judgment. 

The  facts  found  by  the  local  office  and  also  by  your  said  office  de- 
cision are  fully  set  out,  and,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  testi- 
mony, 1  find  such  statements  substantially  correct. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Ohilders  purchased  the  improvements  on 
said  tract  from  one  Huston  about  September  1, 1884.  The  improve- 
meDts  consisted  of  a  ''  dug-out,"  which  Ohilders  describes  as  ^^  about  six 
feet  high;  had  a  door  four  feet  high,  a  knob  lock  and  good  hinges;  it 
was  dog  down  three  and  a  half  or  four  feet."  The  proof  shows  it  was  not 
in  a  habitable  condition  during  the  winter ;  and  while  he  called  it  his 
home,  the  most  he  did,  up  to  the  time  he  made  his  proof,  was  to  make 
occasional  visits  to  it. 

Ewiug  made  her  home  on  the  land  from  September  1, 1884,  with  oc- 
casional absences  therefrom ;  these  absences  being  for  the  purpose  of 
making  money  to  pay  for  the  land  were  clearly  excusable ;  her  improve- 
ments were  ample ;  her  good  faith  manifest. 

It  is  insisted  that  she  did  not  make  her  proof  and  payment  within  six 
months  after  filing  her  declaratory  statement,  as  required  in  proceed- 
ings to  obtain  Osage  lands.  She  filed  her  declaratory  statement  Octo- 
ber 6, 1884 ;  she  made  her  proof  April  4, 1885,  and  the  receiver's  receipt 
for  the  first  installment  of  $50  is  dated  April  7, 1885.  The  fact  of  the 
receiver's  receipt  being  dated  one  day  beyond  the  six  months  from  the 
time  of  making  an  Osage  filing  is  not  such  an  irregularity  as  will  defeat 
the  entry,  where  it  is  shown  the  proof  and  final  affidavit  were  made 
within  the  six  months,  and  good  faith  is  otherwise  apparent. 
The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE-RECORD  OF  PROCEEDINGS  IN  THE  LOCAL.  OFFICE. 

Sperling  v.  McGrew. 

lo  hearings  before  the  local  officersi  or  other  matters  that  oome  before  them  officially, 

ihe  record  of  such  proceedings  should  show  with  exactness  the  dates  when  papers 

are  filed,  or  any  actions  are  taken  by  them. 
A  rehearing  is  required  where  the  record  of  proceedings  in  a  contest  is  indefinite, 

and  it  cannot  be  determined  therefrom  whether  the  defendant  had  due  notice  of 

the  day  set  for  hearing. 
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First  Assistant  tiecretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  July  21),  1800. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Benj.  H.  McGrew  from  the  decision 
of  your  office,  dated  January  14, 1889,  in  the  case  of  A.  D.  Sperling  v, 
said  McGrew,  holding  for  cancellation  McOrew's  timber  culture  entry 
for  the  SE.  J,  Sec.  25,  T.  34  N.,  R.  47  W.,  (Valentine  series)  Ghaaron 
land  district,  Nebraska. 

This  entry  was  made  April  8,  1884,  and  on  April  10, 1886,  Sperling 
initiated  contest  against  the  same,  alleging  that  claimant  had  ^*  failed 
to  cultivate  or  partially  cultivate  the  tlrst  year's  breaking  as  required 
by  law,  and  has  not  cured  the  laches  up  to  this  date,  and  has  put  the 
said  timber  claim  in  the  hands  of  an  attorney  for  sale." 

It  is  further  alleged  that  he  (contestant)  had  made  personal  inquiry 
and  caused  inquiry  to  be  made  at  Bordeaux,  the  entryman's  last 
known  place  of  residence  in  Nebraska  and  after  due  diligence  personal 
service  could  not  be  had.  Thereupon  a  hearing  was  ordered  for  July 
14, 1880,  depositions  of  witnesses  to  be  taken  July  7,  1886,  before  a 
notary  public  of  Ghadron,  notice  of  said  hearing  to  be  given  claimant 
by  publication. 

On  the  day  appointed  for  the  taking  of  depositions  the  contestant 
appeared  in  person  and  with  his  witnesses.  The  entryman  appeared 
by  attorney  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  on  the  ground  of  defective 
notice.  Gontestant  and  his  witnesses  were  sworn  and  testified  and 
were  cross-examined  by  claimant's  attorney.  No  testimony  was  offered 
in  behalf  of  the  entry. 

July  16, 1886,  the  local  officers,  after  considering  the  case  held  that 
personal  service  of  the  notice  of  hearing  could  have  been  made  upon 
the  claimant,  and  that  as  his  name  was  published  in  the  notice  as  Mc- 
Grea  instead  of  McGrew,  and  as  the  evidence  failed  to  show  his  good 
faith,  they  recommended  that  the  contest  be  dismissed. 

From  this  finding  the  contestant  appealed,  and  on  June  30, 1888, 
your  office  remanded  the  case  for  further  hearing  because  of  said  de- 
fective notice. 

September  25,  1888,  was  set  for  the  re- hearing  and  claimant  was  per- 
sonally served  with  notice  of  the  same  by  the  sheriff  of  Dawson  county, 
Nebraska. 

On  the  day  fixed  for  trial  both  parties  appeared  at  the  local  office, 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  testimony  was  then  taken.  The  case 
appears  to  have  been  continued  until  October  24, 1888,  at  whose  in- 
stance, or  for  what  reason,  is  not  shown  by  the  record. 

On  said  September  25, 1888,  however,  a  second  affidavit  of  contest 
was  made  by  the  contestant.  This  affidavit  was  not  executed  before 
the  register  or  receiver,  and  does  not  on  its  face  purport  to  be  an  amend- 
ment to  the  original  affidavit  of  e-ontest,  and  its  allegations  are  entirely 
different. 
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When  said  additional  or  new  affidavit  was  filed  is  not  shown  by  the 
i-ecord,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  treated  by  the  local  office  as  an 
amended  affidavit,  and  sets  forth  that 

the  said  entryman  has  failed  to  plaut  timber,  treea,  seeds  or  ciittiugSi  during  the  year 
eDding  1888,  npoa  the  second  five  acres.  The  second  five  acres  has  not  been  calti- 
vated  this  year  except  to  plant  a  patch  of  potatoes,  no  seeds  or  trees  haye  beea 
planted  since  188G,  and  the  breaking  was  growing  up  to  weeds  and  grass  and  that 
one  James  Striker  claimed  to  have  purchased  the  same  conditional. 

On  October  24, 1888,  the  day  to  which  the  hearing  appears  to  have 
been  continued,  testimony  was  submitted  by  contestant  on  the  allega- 
tions contained  in  both  the  affidavits  of  contest.  Gontestee  did  not 
appear  at  said  hearing. 

November  10, 1888,  his  attorney  filed  a  motion  for  re-hearing,  alleging 
that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  day  set  for  the  hearing  until  after  October 
24, 1888,  when  he  received  a  letter  from  his  client  instructing  him  to 
defend  his  rights  in  the  premises. 

The  local  officers  overruled  said  motion  and  on  November  24, 1888, 
claimant  appealed  and  your  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office 
and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  whereupon  claimant  appealed  to 
this  Department* 

Heferring  to  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  of  October  24,  1888, 
it  is  to  be  noted  that  it  is  in  the  handwriting  of  F.  M.  Dorrington,  who 
was  at  the  tim^  contestant's  attorney.  The  record  as  a  whole,  in  this 
case,  is,  to  my  mind,  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory  in  many  respects.  As 
already  indicated,  it  does  not  show  when  the  second  affidavit  of  contest 
was  filed  and  the  only  evidence  of  service  of  notice,  under  said  affidavit, 
is  the  sworn  statement  of  the  attorney  for  contestant,  Mr.  Dorrington. 
Against  this  is  the  statement  of  claimant's  attorney  in  his  motion  for 
re-hearing,  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  day  set  for  hearing  until  after 
said  day  had  passed. 

Under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  a  further  hearing  should  be  had.  The  decision  appealed  from  is, 
therefore,  set  aside,  and  the  case  is  returned  to  your  office  for  snch  steps 
as  may  be  necessary  to  such  hearing. 

The  two  affidavits  of  contest  herein  referred  to  may  be  treated  as 
consolidated  and  as  together  containing  the  charges  to  be  met  by  the 
entryman  at  the  further  hearing  above  directed. 

In  this  connection  I  deem  it  proper  to  suggest  that  you  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  local  officers  to  the  necessity  for  making  their  records  com- 
plete in  the  matters  which  come  before  them  officially,  in  the  way  of 
hearings,  or  otherwise.  It  will  be  observed  that  most  of  the  difficulty 
found  in  this  case  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  local  officers  did  not 
properly  note  the  dates  of  filing  papers  and  of  actions  taken  by  them, 
at  the  several  steps  in  the  progress  of  the  case. 
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MINERAL  ENTRY    CONFLICTING  CLAIMS. 

Moss  BosE  Lode. 

A  mineral  entry  ma<1e  during  the  existence  of  another  entry  for  tbe  same  tract  is  ir- 
regular, bnt  may  be  allowed  to  stand  on  the  cancellation  of  the  previons  entry. 

A  decision  of  the  Department  holding  an  entry  for  cancellation  "  without  prejndico 
to  the  claimant's  proceeding  de  novo  in  a  regular  manner,"  is  in  effect  only  a  per- 
mit to  the  claimant  to  renew  his  application  subject  to  all  adverse  rights. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  August 

2, 1890. 

This  record  presents  the  appeal  pf  Charles  H.  Pratt  from  your  office 
decision  of  May  16, 1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  mineral  entry  Vo. 
244,  made  November  19,  1887,  for  the  Moss  Rose  lode  claim  in  the  6nn- 
nison^  Colorado,  land  district. 

It  appears  that  the  greater  part  of  the  ground  covered  by  said  entry 
was  also  embraced  in  mineral  entry  No.  150,  for  the  Sylvanite  No.  2 
lode  claim.  The  Sylvanite  application  was  filed  in  the  local  office  on 
April  13,  1885,  and  the  entry  allowed  July  11,  .1885. 

On  September  10, 1885,  Pratt  filed  a  protest  against  the  Sylvanite 
entry,  alleging  inter  alia  that  (as  stated  by  your  office)  "  thej:e  never 
was  any  plat  or  notice  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place  upon  the  claim  as 
required  by  law.'' 

Your  office,  after  a  hearing  had  to  determine  the  matter  thus  alleged, 
held  October  27,  1887,  the  Sylvanite  entry  for  cancellation  "  without 
prejudice  to  the  claimant's  proceeding  de  novo  in  a  regular  manner." 

This  action  was  on  appeal  sustained  by  the  departmental  decision  of 
December  19, 1888,  (7  L.  D.,  554),  which,  on  motion  for  review  was  ad- 
hered to  May  4,  1889  (8  L.  D.,  457). 

The  Moss  Rose  application  was  filed  November  21, 1885,  and  during 
the  statutory  period  was  ad  versed  by  the  Sylvanite  claimants.  The  re- 
sulting suit  was  subsequently,  August  23, 1886,  dismissed  by  agreement 
of  counsel. 

It  appearing  that  the  Moss  Rose  application  was  made  during  the 
existence  of  the  Sylvanite  entry  your  office  by  the  decision  appealed 
f]*om  held  that  the  entry  (Moss  Rose)  in  question  was  invalid  and  should 
be  canceled. 

I  am  not  favorably  impressed  with  this  view  of  the  case. 

An  entry,  though  made  when  land  was  not  subject  to  appropriation , 
on  the  removal  of  the  bar  may  be  allowed  to  stand.  Schrotberger  v. 
Arnold  (6  L.  D.,  425).    See  also  E.  S.  Newman  (8  L.  D.,  448). 

The  allowance  of  the  Moss  Rose  entry  during  the  existence  of  the 
Sylvanite,  may  have  been  irregular,  but  the  latter  has  been  canceled 
by  order  of  the  Department  and  so  far  as  the  record  discloses  the  ques- 
tion is  between  appellant  and  the  government.  It  was,  however,  fur- 
thermore held  by  your  office  that  the  allowance  of  the  Moss  Rose  entry 
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woald  operate  to  defeat  the  <*  manifest  intention"  of  the  Department 
in  afiSrming  (as  stated)  the  judgment  of  your  office  whereby  the  Sylvan- 
ite  entry  was  held  for  the  cancellation  ^^  without  prejudice  to  the  claim- 
ant's proceeding  de  novo  in  a  regular  manner,"  or  in  other  words,  that 
nnder  said  judgment  the  Sylvanite  claimants  were  entitled  to  renew 
their  application  and  pursue  the  same  to  entry  in  preference  to  and 
without  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  appellant. 

The  Department  upon  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  appellant  (a 
party  in  interest)  found  the  Sylvanite  entry  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of 
illegal  posting  of  notice  on  such  claim.  To  hold  the  appellant's  rights 
in  the  premises  inferior  to  those  of  the  Sylvanite  claimants  is  therefore, 
obvious  error.  The  effect  of  the  said  departmental  decision  was  simply 
to  permit  such  claimants  to  renew  their  application  subject  of  course 
to  all  adverse  rights. 

The  Moss  Rose  entry  (if  regular  in  other  respects),  will  in  accordance 
with  the  views  hereinbefore  expressed  remain  intact. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 


PRE-EMPTION— SECOND  FII.ING— ALIEN. 

BlETCH  V.  CUDDIGAN. 

A  declaratory  statement  filed  by  one  foreign  born,  who  bas  not  mc'ide  a  declaration  of 
intention  to  become  a  citizen^  becomes  valid  if  snch  declaration  is  made  prior  to 
the  intervention  of  a  valid  adverse  right. 

A  second  filing  will  only  be  allowed  where  the  claimant  by  reason  of  a  prior  or  ad- 
verse right  is  unable  to  perfect  title  under  the  first. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  2, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  William  Gnddigan  from  yonr  decision 
of  Febrnary  8^  1889,  rejecting  his  claim  and  holding  for  cancellation 
his  declaratory  statement  for  the  SW.  J  of  NW.  J  of  Sec.  27,  T.  45  K, 
B.  8  W.,  Montrose,  Oolorado. 

Said  filing  was  made  May  24, 1886,  alleging  settlement  August  1, 
1885. 

Yon  held  the  same  for  cancellation  as  illegal  for  the  reason  that  Cad- 
digan  bad,  at  Winona,  Minnesota,  on  September  13,  filed  a  declaratory 
statement  for  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  9,  T.  106,  H.  23,  alleging  settlement 
thereon  July  28,  1856. 

Appeal  is  taken  by  Gnddigan  upon  the  ground  that  said  filing  was 
illegal  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  at  the  time  he  made  the  same  he 
was  not  qualified  to  do  so,  as  he  was  foreign  born  and  did  not  declare 
bis  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  until  December 
1, 1856,  hence  that  he  had  a  right  to  make  a  second  filing. 

The  tract  for  which  filing  was  made  was  approved  to  the  State  ox 
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Minnesota,  December  1,  1862,  nuder  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3,  1857,  making  a  grant  of  land  to  the  Territory  of  Minnesota 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads. 

Oounsel  for  the  appellent  in  their  argument  say,  Gaddigan  declared 
his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  December  1, 1856,  <^  but  never  after- 
wards made  any  claim  to  the  land  on  which  his  illegal  and  void  filing 
had  been  maJe.  He  did  not  ratify  his  first  act,  nor  claim  anything  un- 
der it,  but  abandoned  the  land,  which  was  subsequently  certified  to  the 
Transit  E.  K.  Co.,  under  act  of  March  3, 1867." 

In  my  opinion  the  evidence  in  the  case  does  not  sustain  this  view. 
At  the  hearing  Guddigan  testified  that  he  had  filed  for  land  in  Minne- 
sota, and  when  asked  why  he  was  not  able  to  prove  up  on  the  same  he 
answered, 

I  had  not  the  means,  I  was  burned  out  and  lost  my  title  and  the  land  fell  to  a  rail- 
road company.  I  lost  by  the  fire  my  team  and  everything  I  had  and  as  a  result  I 
was  unable  to  pay  for  the  land  within  the  time  required  by  law,  my  filing  was  on  an 
odd  section  ^within  a  railroad  grant  and  on  my  failure  it  fell  into  the  railroad's  hands. 

Ques.  When  you  filed  on  this  laud  you  had  a  prior  right  to  the  land. 

Ans.  Yes. 

Ques.  And  their  right  did  not  accrue  until  your  rights  wore  forfeited. 

Ans.  They  had  no  rights  until  mine  were  forfeited. 

Ques.  At  the  time  ^ou  settled  upon  the  land  in  Minnesota  on  which  you  say  yon 
made  your  filing  was  it  goyernment  land  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  pre-emp- 
tion. 

Ans.  Ye?. 

He  further  testified : 

Ques.  Were  you  ever  notified  by  the  land  office  in  Minnesota  of  the  cancellation  of 
your  filing  on  said  Sec.  9,  or  of  a  contest  of  that  filiug. 
Ans.  No. 

Ques.  When  you  went  to  the  laud  office  to  prove  up  what  did  the  register  tell  yon. 
Ans.  He  told  me  to  go  home^  I  bad  lost  my  title,  that  the  railroad  had  it. 

It  is  thus  evident  that  at  the  time  Guddigan  declared  his  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  December  1,  1856,  he  was  asserting  a  claim  to  this 
land,  and  that  he  continued  to  assert  a  claim  to  the  same  until  after 
the  tract  was  held  to  have  inured  to  the  grant  for  railroad  purposes  un- 
der an  act  approved  months  after  he  became  qualified  to  perfect  title. 

It  is  a  well  established  principle  that  a  declaratory  statement  filed  by 
one  foreign  born,  who  has  not  declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citi- 
zen, becomes  valid  upon  the  claimant  declaring  his  intention  to  become 
a  citizen,  if  said  declaration  is  made  before  a  valid  adverse  right  inter- 
venes.   Mann  v.  Huk  (3  L.  D.,  452);  Soustilie  v.  Lowery  (6  L.  D.,  16). 

The  principle  is  also  established  that  a  second  filing  will  only  be  al- 
lowed when  the  claimant,  by  reason  of  a  prior  or  superior  right,  is  unable 
to  perfect  title  to  the  land.    Allen  v,  Baird  (6  L.  D.,  298). 

Applying  these  rules  to  Guddigan  we  find  that  prior  to  the  initiation 
of  any  adverse  right  he  had  qualified  himself  to  perfect  title  to  the  land 
claimed  by  him,  and  for  which  he  had  made  a  filing,  and  that  his  failure 
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to  thus  perfect  title  was  not  owing  to  the  presence  of  any  adverse  claim 
or  right.     Hin  second  filing  was  therefore  illegal. 
Yoar  decision  is  affirmed. 


I'lTRCnASE  PRIOR  TO  PATEPfT— CONFLICTING  EQUITIES. 

Murphy  v,  Sanpord. 

The  purchaser  of  laud  prior  to  the  issuance  of  patent  tliorqfor  takes  an  equity  ouly, 
and  has  uo  greater  or  different  right  thau  the  eutryman. 

The  protection  afforded  hy  equity  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice  extends 
only  to  a  purchaser  that  holds  tho  legal  title. 

As  between  one  holding  under  a  pre-emption  entry,  where  by  mistake  the  patent 
failed  to  describe  the  land  actually  purchased,  and  another  claiming  under  a 
subsequent  location  of  such  land,  made  with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  with  re- 
spect to  the  prior  purchase,  the  superior  equity  is  with  the  former,  and  patent 
should  issue  to  correct  the  mistake. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commmioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Atigmt 

2,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  Murphy  v.  Wayland  W.  Sanford 
on  appeal  by  the  latter  from  your  decision  of  February  17^  1890,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  the  soldier's  addition<al  homestea<l  entry  of  Jay  C. 
Bacon  for  the  NB.  \  of  the  S  W.  |  of  Sec.  4,  T.  48  N.,  R.  14  W.^  Ashland, 
Wisconsin  land  district. 

On  April  22, 1889,  Jay  G.  Bacon  made  soldier's  additional  homestead 
entry  for  said  land  and  on  the  next  day,  by  his  attorney  in  fact,  one 
Herbert  R.  Spencer,  conveyed  it  to  Wayland  W.  Sanford.  Afterwards 
Bacon  and  his  wife  executed  in  person  another  deed  conveying  said 
land  to  Sanford. 

On  August  16, 1889,  the  local  officers  transmitted  the  affidavit  of  one 
John  H.  Murphy  setting  forth  that  he  was  the  owner  of  said  tract  of 
land  and  had  "enjoyed  undisputed  possession  and  occupancy  of  said 
tract  of  land  until  one  Jay  G.  Bacon  having  discovered  an  error  in  the 
United  States  patent  filed  an  additional  homestead  entry  for  the  NE.^ 
of  the  SW.  \  of  said  section"  and  that  his  ownership  and  possession  of 
said  land  were  facts  of  general  notoriety.  Afterwards  Murphy,  by  letter 
of  Angust  27,  1889,  transmitted  two  patents,  issued  to  Wellington 
Gregory,  one  dated  June  1, 1859  for  the  N  W.  J  of  the  S  W.  J  of  said  sec- 
tion, based  upon  pre-emption  certificate  No.  327,  and  the  other  dated 
May  3, 1860,  for  the  SE.  \  of  the  S  W.  J  and  the  W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  said 
section,  based  upon  military  bounty  laud  warrant  Xo.  22,827.  At  the 
same  time  Murphy  transmitted  an  abstract  of  the  title  to  the  SW.  ^of 
said  section  certified  bv  one  '*K.  W.  Lewis,  abstracter."  The  first  item 
in  this  abstract  is  as  follows: — 

The  book  of  original  entries  ou  file  in  the  office  of  county  clerk  shows  that  the  SW.^ 
of  Sec.  4,  T.  48,  R.  14,  was  entered  hy  Wellington  Gregory  25  September  1856. 
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Said  abstract  of  title  shows  also  the  following  conveyances  viz : — 

The  two  patents  hereinbefore  mentionexl,  filed  for  record  May  4^ 
1886« 

Warranty  deed,  Wellington  Gregory  to  T.  O.  Tiernan,  dated  October 
25,  186C,  recorded  May  18, 1857,  conveying  SW.  J  said  section. 

Mortgage,  Tiernan  to  Gregory,  dated  October  26,  1856,  recorded 
November  11,1856,  and  satisfied  August  24, 1857,  describing  SW.J 
said  section. 

Will,  Thomas  C.  Tiernan,  to  his  wife  and  children  by  name,  dated 
June  20, 1862,  filed  for  record  April  17, 1886,  devising  and  bequeathing 
all  his  property. 

Warranty  deed.  Heirs  of  T.  C.  Tiernan,  deceased,  to  Charles  N.  Aker, 
dated  March  31, 1886,  recorded  May  3,  1886,  conveying  SW.  i  said  sec- 
tion. 

Warranty  deed  0.  N.  Akers  to  D.  George  Morrison,  dated  April  12, 
1886,  recorded  May  3, 1886,  conveying  SW.  J  said  section. 

Warranty  deed,  D.  George  Morrison  and  wife  to  John  H.  Murphy, 
dated  April  29,  1886,  recorded  May  4, 1886,  conveying  SW.  \  said  sec- 
tion. 

Power  of  attorney.  Jay  0.  Bacon  and  wife  to  Herbert  K.  Spencer, 
dated  December  9,  1879,  recorded  April  23,  1889,  authorizing  the  sale 
and  conveyance  of  ^'  any  lands  he  may  acquire  by  him  as  an  additional 
homestead  entry." 

Duplicate  receipt.  United  States  to  Jay  O.  Bacon,  dated  April  22, 1889, 
recorded  April  23,  1889,  for  NE  i  SW.J  said  section. 

Warranty  deed,  J  C.  Bacon  and  wife  by  attorney  in  fact  Herbert  li. 
Spencer  to  Wayland  W.  Sanford,  dated  April  23,  1889,  recorded  same 
day,  conveying  NE.  J  SW.  J  said  section. 

Confirmatory  deed.  Jay  O.  Bacon  and  wife  to  Wayland  W.  Sanford, 
dated  May  1, 1889,  recorded  May  7, 1889,  conveying  NE.  J  SW.  J  said 
section. 

Among  the  papers  in  this  case  I  find  also  certain  papers  from  the 
files  of  your  office  and  relating  to  the  entries  made  by  Wellington 
Gregory.  These  papers  show,  and  it  is  admitted  by  the  attorney  for 
Sanford  that  Gregory  filed  preemption  declaratory  statement  for  said 
SW.  I  of  Sec.  4,  and  on  September  25,  1856,  submitted  final  proof  in 
support  of  said  filing.  It  seems  that  he  paid  for  said  land  with  military 
bounty  land  warrant  No.  22,827,  for  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  and 
$50  in  cash,  separate  receipts  being  issued.  The  receipt  and  certificate 
issued  upon  the  cash  payment  which  are  numbered  327,  describe  the 
land  covered  thereby  as  the  ^^  north  west  quarter  of  the  south  west 
quarter  "  of  said  section  four  and  the  certificate  has  on  the  back  this 
memorandum — ^'  Bal.  of  this  claim  satisfied  by  Wt.  22,827  act  Mch.  3, 
1855,  for  SE  .|  S W  J  and  W.  ^  S W.  J."— Tlie  application  accompanying 
the  warrant  referred  to  describes  the  "  SE.  i  of  SW.  J  and  W.  i  of  SW.  J 
of  said  section,  and  has  on  the  back  this  memorandum — '^  Bal.  of  this 
claim  satisfied  by  certificate  327  for  N  W.  J  SW.  J." 
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Sanford,  through  his  attorney,  filed  in  yoar  office  an  abstract  of  title 
of  the  SW.  I  of  said  section  4,  certified  by  the  register  of  deeds  for 
Donglas  connty  as  being  <'  a  true  and  correct  abstract  of  all  deeds  or 
other  conveyances  on  file  or  of  record"  in  his  office.  This  abstract  shows 
substantially  the  same  facts  as  the  one  filed  by  Murphy,  except  that  it 
makes  no  statement  as  to  the  matter  set  forth  in  item  one  of  that 
abstract.  Accompanying  this  abstract  was  an  affidavit  executed  by  said 
register  of  deeds,  containing  the  following  statement: 

That  none  of  the  records  in  my  office  show  the  entry  by  Wellington  Gregory  of  the 
said  land  above  described.  Affiant  says  that  there  is  a  book  in  the  office  of  the 
county  clerk  (anditor),  or  in  the  connty  treasurer's  office  that  shows  some  of  the 
early  land  office  entries,  but  affiant  says  said  book  is  kept  in  said  offices  as  a  con- 
venience in  assessing  taxes,  but  that  said  book  forms  no  part  of  the  public  records  of 
my  office  as  provided  by  statute. 

He  also  filed  affidavit  of  Herbert  B.  Spencer,  stating  that  before  the 
purchase  of  this  land  by  Sanford,  he,  affiant,  went  with  said  Sanford 
and  one  N.  S.  Bowers  to  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  for  Douglas 
county,  where  said  land  is  situated  and  they  carefully  searched  the  rec- 
ords of  said  office,  but  found  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  United  States 
had  sold  or  parted  with  the  said  land  previous  to  the  entry  by  Bacon. 
He  further  states  that  they  visited  the  local  land  office  and  found  nothing 
in  the  records  of  that  office  to  show  that  the  land  had  been  entered  by 
any  one  orthat  the  United  States  had  disposed  of  or  sold  sai4  land  pre- 
vious to  the  sale  to  Bacon.  There  was  filed  also  the  affidavit  of  K.  S. 
Bowers  stating  that  he  was  associated  with  Sanford  in  the  purchase  of 
this  land,  having  furnished  a  part  of  the  purchase  money ;  that  before 
making  such  purchase  he  wrote  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 
Land  Office  as  to  the  status  of  said  tract  and  received  a  reply  stating 
that  it  was  vacant  public  land ;  that  he  carefully  examined  the  records 
of  the  office  of  register  of  deeds  for  Donglas  county,  and  the  records  of 
the  local  land  office  and  found  no  record  of  any  conveyance  of  the  title 
to  said  tract  by  the  United  States  and  that  he  then  joined  in  good 
faith  in  the  purchase  of  said  land  and  in  good  faith  paid  his  proportion 
of  the  purchase  money.  They  also  filed  copies  of  two  letters  of  your 
office  addressed  to  K.  S.  Bowers  stating  that  the  records  of  your  office 
showed  said  tract  was  vacant  public  land.  Sanford  iilso  made  affidavit 
to  the  effect  that  he  had  made  inquiry  and  had  examined  the  records  of 
the  local  land  office  and  of  the  office  of  register  of  deeds  for  Douglas 
conntyi  and  finding  nothing  to  show  that  the  United  States  had  parted 
with  title  to  said  tract  until  the  homestead  entry  of  Bacon,  purchased 
said  land. 

With  these  facts  presented  by  the  papers  in  the  case,  your  office  held 
that  the  purchase  by  Gregory  vested  in  him  such  a  right  to  the  land  as 
served  to  segregate  it  from  the  public  domain  and  that  after  that  sale, 
the  government  had  no  right  or  power  to  sell  to  another,  and  decided 
that  the  patent  to  Gregory,  dated  June  1, 1859,  should  be  canceled, 
that  a  i»ateut  issue  to  John  Miiritby  for  the  north  east  quarter  of  the 
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soutli  west  quarter  of  said  section,  and  that  Bacon's  entry  be  held  for 
cancellation. 

It  may  be  well  before  considering  the  controverted  questions  in  this 
case  to  mention  some  points  which  are  too  well  established  by  the  de- 
cisions of  this  Department  and  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  to  admit  of  dispute. 

Bacon  by  his  entry  acquired  not  the  legal  title,  but  an  equitable  title 
only  to  this  tract  of  land.  The  legal  title  thereto  still  remains  in  the 
United  States.  Banford  as  the  vendee  of  Bacon  took  an  equitable  title 
only  and  occupies  the  same  relationship  to  this  case  as  his  grantor,  the 
immediate  claimant  from  the  United  States  would  have  held  had  there 
been  no  sale,  that  is,  he  stepped  into  the  shoes  of  the  entryman  and 
has  no  greater  or  different  rights  or  equities.  This  was  admitted  in  the 
course  of  argument  of  this  case  by  Sanford's  attorney  and  it  is  un- 
necessary to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the  proposition.  Although 
the  attorney  for  Sanford  describes  him  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  with- 
out notice  and  seems  to  rely  to  a  considerable  extent  on  the  proteetion 
afforded  purchasers  of  this  description  for  the  success  of  his  client 
here,  yet  I  do  not  think  the  facts  here  presented  bring  him  within  that 
category  or  that  it  is  necessary  to  here  discuss  the  extent  of  the  pro- 
tection to  be  afforded  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice.  In  order 
to  entitle  one  to  protection  as  such  a  purchaser  he  must  hold  a  legal 
title.  In  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  Sec.  64  c,  in  speaking  of  the 
protection  afforded  by  equity  to  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice, 
it  is  said: 

The  purchaseFi  however,  in  all  cases  mnsfc  hold  a  le^^al  title,  or  be  entitled  to  call 
for  it,  in  order  to  give  him  a  full  protection  of  his  defense;  for  if  his  title  be  merely 
eqnitable,  then  he  must  yield  to  a  legal  and  equitable  title  in  the  adverse  party. 

And  again  in  Sec.  1502,  it  is  said : 

To  entitle  himself  to  this  protection,  however,  the  purchaser  must  not  only  be  bona 
fide,  and  withont  notice,  and  fur  a  valaable  consideration,  but  he  must  have  paid  the 
purchase  money.  So,  he  must  have  purchased  the  legal  title,  and  not  be  a  mere  pur- 
chaser without  a  semblance  of  title  ;  for  even  the  purchaser  of  an  equity  is  bound  to 
take  notice  of,  and  is  bound  by,  a  prior  equity  ;  and  between  equities  the  established 
rule  is,  that  he  who  has  the  prior  equity  in  point  of  time,  is  entitled  to  a  like  priority 
in  point  of  right. 

In  Yattier  v.  Hinde  (7  Pet.,  252)  the  supreme  court  said : 

The  rnles  respecting  a  purchaser  without  notice  are  framed  for  the  protection  of 
him  who  purchases  a  legal  estate  and  pays  the  purchase  money  without  knowledge 
of  an  outstanding  equity.  They  do  not  protect  a  person  who  acquires  no  semblance 
of  title.  They  apply  fully  only  to  the  purchaser  of  the  legal  estate.  Even  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  equity  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  any  prior  equity. 

In  Boone  v.  Chiles  (10  Pet.,  177)  in  stating  the  matters  that  must  be 
set  forth  in  an  answer  claiming  protection  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice,  it  was  said : 

The  title  purchaHed  must  be  apparently  perfect,  good  in  law,  a  vested  estate  in  fee 
simple,  1  Cr.  100 ;  3  Cr.  133,  5 ;  1  Wash.  C.  C,  75.    It  must  be  by  a  regular  convey- 
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ance ;  for  the  pnrcbaser  of  an  equitable  title  bolds  it  subject  to  the  equities  upon  it 
in  the  hands  of  the  vendor  and  has  no  better  standing  in  a  court  of  equity,  7  Cr.  48 ; 
7  Pet.,  271 ;  Sngden  722.  Such  Is  the  case  which  must  be  stated  to  give  a  defendant 
the  benefit  of  an  answer  or  plea  of  an  innocent  purchaser  without  notice;  the  case 
stated  must  be  made  out,  evidence  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  given  of  any  other 
matter  not  set  out. 

This  same  doctrine  is  adhered  to  lu  Root  v.  Shields  (1  Woolworth's 
Cir.  Ct.  Kep.,  340). 

Under  these  rulings  it  is  clear  that  Saofonl  has  not  the  qualifica- 
tions necessary'  to  entitle  him  to  protection  as  a  bona  Me  purchaser 
without  notice. 

The  question,  then,  to  be  determine<l  in  this  case  is  as  to  which  of 
these  parties,  each  claiming  an  equitable  title  to  this  land,  has  the  better 
claim  thereto.  The  general  rule  applicable  in  such  cases  is  expressed 
in  the  maxim  Qui  prior  est  tempore^  potior  est  jure.  Mr.  Broom  in  his 
work  on  legal  maxims  1,356  in  discussing  this  maxim  says : 

So,  when  there  areeonflicting  rights  as  to  real  property,  courts  of  equity  will  inquire, 
not  which  party  was  first  in  possession,  but  under  what  instrument  he  was  in  posses- 
sion, and  when  his  right  is  dated  in  point  of  time ;  or  if  there  be  no  instrument,  they 
will  ask  when  did  the  right  arise — who  had  the  prior  right  f 

See  also  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  Sees.  381-1502.  In  the  decis- 
ion in  Boone  v.  Chiles  supra^  it  is  said  : 

It  is  a  general  principle  in  courts  of  equity,  that,  where  both  parties  claim  by  an 
equitable  title  the  one  who  is  prior  in  time  is  deemed  the  better  in  right. 

It  is  urgently  insisted,  however,  on  the  part  of  Sanford  that  if  Mur- 
phy or  any  of  his  grantors,  either  immediate  or  remote,  had  exercised 
ordinary  care  in  the  examination  of  his  title  papers  the  mistake  in  ques- 
tion would  have  been  discovered,  and  could  have  been  corrected  prior 
to  the  intervention  of  this  adverse  claim  ;  and  that  third  parties  who 
were  induced  by  the  condition  of  the  title  to  this  land,  as  disclosed  by 
the  record,  to  invest  money  in  the  purchase  thereof,  have  in  the  fiace  of 
this  laches  the  stronger  equities.  This  amounts  to  the  claim  that  the 
particular  facts  in  this  case  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule. 

It  should  be  noted  in  this  connection  that  there  is  no  statement  by 
or  on  behalf  of  Sanford  that  his  grantor  Bacon  the  immediate  claimant 
fh>m  the  United  States,  ever  made  any  examination  prior  to  his  entry 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  title  to  this  tract  of  land,  and  also  that  none 
of  the  affidavits  filed  in  Sanford's  interest  alleges  ignorance  on  the 
part  of  Bacon,  Sanford  or  Bowers  of  the  existence  of  a  claim  of  some 
character  to  this  land  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  (Jnited  States.  Indeed 
the  examination  of  the  records  claimed  to  have  been  made,  could  not 
result  otherwise  than  in  apprising  the  inquirer  of  the  existence  of  such 
a  claim,  for  the  records  showed  conveyances  by  Gregory  and  others  of 
the  whole  S  W.^  of  said  section  including  the  land  in  controversy.  This 
knowledge  having  been  gained,  there  was  then  demanded  of  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  of  an  equity  only,  something  more  than  ordinary  dili- 
gence— something  more  than   an   inquiry  to  ascertain  whether  such 
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claim  wa8  a  legal  and  perfect  one.  The  examination  thus  demanded 
would  naturally  have  included  both  an  inspection  of  ihe  tax  books  of 
the  county  in  which  the  land  was  situated  and  inquiries  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  land  as  to  who  claimed  and  controlled  it.  Such  an  ex- 
amination being  demanded,  the  claims  of  these  parties  must  be  deter- 
mined in  the  light  of  the  facts  that  would  have  been  disclosed  thereby, 
and  this  is  especially  so  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  on  their  part  of 
ignorance  of  such  facts.  This  examination  and  inquiry  would  have 
disclosed  that  Gregory  and  his  grantees  had  claimed  said  land  since 
1856,  as  shown  by  the  various  conveyances  and  the  payment  of  taxes. 
An  inquiry  to  ascertain  when  and  by  what  authority  this  land  was 
assessed  for  taxation  would  have  led  to  an  examination  of  the  book 
which  the  register  of  deeds  for  said  county  explains  was  kept  in  the 
office  of  the  county  clerk,  or  of  the  treasurer,  which  would  have  dis- 
closed the  fact  that  Gregory  had  purchased  the  whole  of  the  southwest 
quarter  of  said  section.  The  submission  of  a  statement  of  these  facts, 
a  knowledge  of  which  these  parties  are  chargeable  with,  to  your  office 
would  have  resulted  in  the  discovery  of  the  error  in  issuing  two  patents 
to  the  same  party  for  the  same  tract  of  land.  In  fact  the  records  of 
that  county  advertised  the.  existence  of  such  an  error  in  that  they 
showed  two  patents  issued  by  the  United  States  to  the  same  party, 
Gregory,  for  the  same  piece  of  land.  One  purchasing  an  equitable  title 
to  this  land  in  the  face  of  these  circumstances  must  be  held  to  have 
acted  with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  to  have  deliber- 
ately taken  the  chances  of  defeating  whatever  claim  was  outstanding. 

It  is  true  the  information  given  by  your  office  was  based  upon  appar- 
ently superficial  examination  of  the  recoi*ds  and  the  information  im- 
parted was  incorrect  and  misleading,  yet  this  cannot  alter  the  facts  as 
they  actually  existed,  or  confer  upon  one  receiving  such  information  any 
rights  to  which  the  facts  would  not  entitle  him. 

It  is  true  that  Murphy  and  his  grantors  were  guilty  of  a  degree  of 
laches  in  allowing  to  go  uncorrected  for  so  long  a  period  a  mistake 
which  would  have  been  discovered  by  an  examination  of  their  title 
papers.    It  is,  however,  a  well  known  fact  that  purchasers  of  public  land 

m 

rely  most  implicitly  upon  the  correctness  of  the  title  papers  issued  by 
the  officers  of  the  government,  and  that  it  is  not  au  unusual  occurrence 
for  patents  to  lie  in  the  land  office  uncalled  for  even  longer  periods  than 
in  this  case. 

This  case  is  upon  that  point  not  materially  different  from  that  of  Sim- 
mons V.  Ogle  (105  U.  S.,  271).  Ogle  rested  his  claim  on  the  assertion 
that  his  remote  grantor  John  Winstanley  bought  the  tract  of  laud  in- 
volved from  the  United  States  on  December  30, 1835,  although  patent 
never  issued  on  said  purchase.  Simmons  rested  his  claim  on  a  patent 
from  the  United  States  to  himself,  dated  Juno  12,  1874.  The  cir- 
cuit court  rendered  a  decree  in  favor  of  Ogle.  The  suprenJe  court 
found  from  the  evidence  that  Winstanly  did  not  purchase  this  tract  from 
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the  United  States,  bat  said  in  the  course  of  the  decision — <<  If  the  par- 
chaae  and  payment  now  stated  and  alleged  in  the  bill  were  satisfac- 
torily established  by  the  evidence,  the  decree  should  be  affirmed." 

It  is  clear  in  this  case  that  Gregory  actually  bought  this  tract  in  con- 
troversy and  paid  therefor  the  consideration  prescribed  by  law ;  that  he 
had  done  everything  required  of  him  to  acquire  a  vested  right  thereto. 
It  was  said  in  the  decision  of  the  case  of  Wirth  v.  Branson  (98  IT.  S., 
188):  — 

The  rule  is  weU  settled,  by  a  long  conrse  of  deoisions,  that  when  pablic  lands  have 
been  snrreyed  and  placed  in  the  market,  or  otherwise  opened  to  private  acquisition, 
a  person  who  complies  with  all  the  requisites  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  a  patent  in 
a  particular  lot  or  tract  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  equitable  owner  thereof,  and  the  land 
is  no  longer  open  to  location.  The  public  faith  has  become  pledged  to  him,  and  any 
subsequent  grant  of  the  same  land  to  another  party  is  void,  unless  the  first  location 
or  entry  be  vacated  and  set  aside. 

See  also  Cornelius  v.  Kessel  (128  U.  S.,  456),  and  authorities  there 
cited. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  case  in  connection  with  the  ar- 
guments advanced  and  the  authorities  cited  by  the  attorneys,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  question  as  to  which  of  these  parties  has  the 
stronger  equities  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  Murphy. 

Among  the  papers  filed  by  Sanford  is  a  certified  transcript  of  the 
record  of  Wellington  Gregory's  naturalization,  which  shows  that  natur- 
alization papers  were  issued  to  him  on  November  9, 1868,  upon  the  state- 
ment ^Hhat  he  was  naturalized  in  Superior  City,  Wis.,  in  May  1854,  and 
that  his  naturalization  papers  were  burned  in  the  following  year,"  and 
due  proof  of  residence  and  good  character.  Accompanying  this  was 
the  affidavit  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  Douglas  county  setting 
forth  that  he  has  in  his  custody  *^  all  records  showing  declarations 
of  intention  to  become  citizens  ot  the  United  States  that  have  ever  been 
executed  in  said  county  of  Douglas  in  which  is  located  the  City  of  Su- 
perior," and  that  diligent  search  through  said  records  from  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  county  in  1854  disclose  the  fact  that  Wellington  Gregory 
never  made  application  for  citizenship,  or  declared  his  intention  of  be- 
coming a  citizen  of  the  United  States."  Although  these  papers  are  not 
referred  to  in  the  argument  of  counsel,  and  it  might  therefore  be  con- 
eluded  that  no  stress  is  laid  upon  them,  I  have  thought  best  to  say  that 
in  my  opinion  they  are  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  finding  of  the  local 
officers  from  the  final  proof  submitted  that  Gregory  was  at  the  date  of 
said  proof  a  qualified  pre-emptor. 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  in 
your  office.  It  is  not  necessary  to  cancel  either  of  the  patents  hereto- 
fore issued.  A  patent  should  be  issued  for  the  tract  in  controversy, 
the  NB.  4  of  the  SW.  \  of  said  section  4,  which  should  refer  to  the 
former  patent  and  state  that  it  is  in  correction  thereof,  and  should  issue 
to  Wellington  Gregory  instead  of  in  the  name  of  the  applicant  Murphy. 
With  this  modification  the  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
2497— VOL  11 9 
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RAILROAD  GRANT— ADJUSTMENT-RESERVATION— LATERAL  LIMITS. 

Missouri,  Kansas,  and  Texas  By.  Go. 

The  opinion  expressed  by  the  Department  in  1860  that  the  right  of  the  Indians  to  lands 
in  the  New  York  Indian  reservation  had  lapsed,  and  the  subsequent  proclama- 
tion of  the  President  directing  the  sale  of  said  lands,  acted  upon  for  the  period  of 
thirty  years,  recognized  by  Congress,  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  Indians,  precludes 
departmental  action  looking  toward  the  recovery  of  title  to  lands  lying  within 
said  reservation,  and  patented  to  this  company  under  its  grant  of  1863,  aud  the 
acts  amendatory  thereof. 

The  lateral  limits  of  the  grant,  as  fixed  by  the  original  withdrawals,  should  not  he  re- 
adjusted with  the  view  of  recovering  title  to  lands  patented  to  said  oompauy,  that 
may  thus  be  shown  to  lie  outside  of  said  limits  as  re-adjusted,  for  (1)  the  title  to 
said  lands  has  passed  out  of  the  company;  (2)  it  must  be  presumed  that  in  making 
the  original  withdrawals  all  matters  necessary  to  a  legal  determination  were  duly 
considered ;  and  (3)  the  said  withdrawals  have  stood  unquestioned  for  a  long  term 
of  years,  and  titles  that  have  vested  thereunder  should  not  now  be  disturbed. 

The  allowance  of  indemnity  in  accordance  with  the  principles  announced  in  the  case 
of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Ry.  Co.,  6  L.  D.,  195,  is  ap- 
proved. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  August 

2, 1890. 

By  letter  of  July  21, 1887,  your  office  traDBinitted  an  "adjustment'' 
of  the  grant  for  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  railway  company,  and 
stated  that,  "  The  limits  of  the  grant  upon  which  withdrawals  were 
ordered  were  laid  off  before  all  the  lands  were  surveyed,  and  as  to  sur- 
veyed lands  the  withdrawal  limits  were  not  adjusted  to  the  smallest 
legal  subdivisions.  Your  office  further  stated  that  it  became  necessary 
therefore  to  define  the  exterior  limits  of  the  grant  accurately,  but  ad- 
justed to  the  smallest  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public  surveys.  "This 
made  some  slight  variations  on  the  extreme  outward  limits,  and  also 
disclosed  an  error  in  the  withdrawal  maps  in  this,  that  in  closing  the 
public  surveys  upon  the  first  guide  meridian  east  of  the  6th  principal 
meridian  the  range  thus  made  was  two  miles  in  width  instead  of  one 
mile,  and  as  a  result  of  which  the  limits  of  the  grant  had  been  laid  down 
one  mile  too  wide  wherever  such  range  was  embraced  within  the  limits 
of  the  withdra wal.'^  Your  office  accord  ingly  prepared  and  submitted  "  a 
map  showing  with  precision  the  lateral  limits  of  the  grant  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Leander  Scott  v.  Kansas  Pa- 
cific railway  company  (5  L.  D,,  468),"  and  made  the  adjustment  of  the 
grant  in  accordance  therewith. 

Continuing,  your  said  office  letter  set  out  the  various  amounts  oC 
land  patented  for  said  company,  and  concluded  that  it  had  received  an 
excess  of  271,907.86^  acres  above  what  it  is  entitled  to  and  recom- 
mended that  proper  steps  be  taken  to  recover  said  excess  from  the  com- 
pany. 

By  letter  of  June  21, 1889,  said  adjustment  was  returned  to  yoor 
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office  with  directions  that  the  qnestionB  involved  be  again  examined 
and  a  report  submitted  in  accordance  with  the  present  rnlings  of  the 
Department. 

On  I^ovember  18, 1889,  your  office  transmitted  a  second  adjustment 
of  said  grant  in  which  the  following  statement  is  made: 

Total  area  of  grant 1,134,791.08 

Dedaot  on  accooDt  of  moieties : 

A.*T.  and  8.  F 37,161.14 

L.  L.  andO 90,896.74 

r      128, 059. 88 

Net  area  of  grrant 1,006,731.20 

Approved  in  granted  limita 123,656.53 

toL.  L.  andG.  within  clear  limitB 1,663.36 

124, 319. 89 

Lo88  to  grant 882,411.31 

Approved  as  indemnity 494,072.38 

Due  ae  indemnity 388,338.93 

I  understand  from  this  that  the  company  has  failed  by  388,338.93 
acres,  to  secure  the  total  number  of  acres  in  its  grant,  after  deducting 
moieties  for  grants  of  even  date. 

The  explanation  of  the  different  results  reached  by  said  adjustments 
is  stated  by  your  office  as  follows: 

In  the  former  a<y  ostment  dednotlon  was  made  on  account  of  prior  grants  for  rail- 
roads, Indian  reeerrations,  and  selections  on  account  of  grants  to  the  State  for  in- 
ternal improvements,  etc.  These  dednctions,  under  departmental  decision  in  the 
matter  of  the  adjustment  of  the  g^nt  for  the  Omaha  company  (6  L.  D.,  195),  are  er- 
roneous, and  in  the  adjustment  now  presented  indemnity  has  been  allowed  for  such 
looses. 

The  company  claims  its  lands  by  virtue  of  the  grants  of  March  3, 1803, 
(12  Stat.,  772),  July  1, 1864  (13  Stat.,  339),  and  July  26,  1866  (14  Stat., 
289).  The  first  act  makes  a  grant  for  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa 
Fe  road  with  a  branch  from  where  it  crosses  the  IS^eosho,  down  the 
Neosho  valley  to  a  point  where  the  Leavenworth,  Lawrence  and  Gal- 
veston road  enters  said  valley.  The  line  of  said  branch  as  definitely 
located  left  the  main  stem  at  Emporia  and  ran  southeasterly,  corre- 
sponding with  the  road  as  afterwards  built.  The  withdrawal  for  the 
branch  was  made  in  1863.  The  act  of  1864,  provided  for  a  road  from 
Emi>oria,  northward,  via  Council  Grove,  to  a  point  near  Fort  Biley  on 
the  branch  Union  Pacific  railroad.  ISo  action  was  taken  under  this  act 
affecting  the  questions  here  in  issue.  The  act  of  1866  provided  for  a 
load  from  Fort  liiley  "  or  near  said  military  reservation,  thence  down 
the  valley  of  the  Neosho  river  to  the  southern  line  of  the  State  of  Kan- 
sas," being  the  line  defined  in  said  two  former  acts.  The  withdrawal 
necessary  for  the  entire  line  W4)8  made  in  1867,  and  the  road  was  built. 
The  grant  was  of  "  every  alternate  section  of  land  or  parts  thereof  des- 
ignated by  odd  numbers,  to  the  extent  of  five  alternate  sections  per  mile 
on  each  side  of  said  road,  not  exceeding  in  all  ten  sections  per  mile  with 
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a  provision  for  indemnity  lands  to  be  selected  not  beyond  twenty  miles 
from  the  line  of  the  road. 

By  letter  of  October  31,  1887,  your  office  referring  to  said  first  ad- 
jastment  stated  that  an  important  matter  in  connection  with  said  g^rant 
had  not  been  taken  into  consideration  in  making  up  the  statement  of 
areas  included  in  the  grant.  This  important  matter  was  described  by 
your  office  as  follows : 

A  portion  of  the  lands  throagh  which  this  and  certain  other  roads  ran,  is  embraced 
in  the  reservation  established  for  the  New  York  Indians  by  treaty  of  January  15, 
1838  (7  Stat.,  550),  and  that  reservation  does  not  appear  to  have  been  extinguished 
at  date  of  railroad  grants,  and  has  never  been  extinguished. 

Your  office  further  stated  that  on  August  17, 1860,  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  submitted  to  this  Department  a  proposed 
proclamation  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  within  said  reservation,  which 
proclamation  was  signed  by  the  President  on  August  21,  1860,  in  con- 
lormity  with  which  said  lands  were  offered  for  sale ;  that  said  Commis- 
sioner apparently  assumed  the  reservation  had  been  extinguished,  and 
that  iwssumption  was  erroneous  as  shown  by  the  action  of  the  govern- 
ment  in  1868,  when  ^'  a  treaty  was  concluded  between  the  United  States 
and  the  New  York  Indians  for  the  surrender  of  all  claims  under  the 
the  treaty  of  1838,  but  the  treaty  of  1868  was  not  ratified  by  the  Sen- 
ate;"  that  <4t  cannot  of  course  be  held  that  the  President  intended  by 
proclamation  of  sale  to  have  formally  or  actually  extinguished  a  ti'caty 
reservation,  or  that  it  would  have  been  competent  for  him  to  have  done 
BO.  .  .  .  Heserved  lands  were  not  granted  to  such  companies,  and 
their  rights  are  derived  from  grant  and  not  from  executive  action."  It 
was  further  stated  that  276,602.24  acres  have  been  patented  to  or  for 
railroad  companies  in  said  reservation,  mostly  for  the  company  here  in 
question,  and  it  was  recommended  that  proper  steps  be  taken  to  secure 
the  reconveyance  or  recovery  of  such  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887. 

Against  this  recommendation  the  attorneys  for  the  company  urge  that 
the  question  has  become  res  adjudicata  by  virtue  of  the  decision  of  tbe 
supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Kansas  City,  Lawrence  and  South  Kansas 
R.  E.  Co.,  V.  The  Attorney-General  (118  U.  S.,  682).  That  action  was 
brought  to  set  aside  the  title  to  certain  lands,  being  a  portion  of  those 
herein  under  consideration.  The  appellant  company  supraj  claimed  as 
the  assignee  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  By.  Co.  The  court  held 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  reason  found  in  the  record  for  disturbing  tbe 
certificates  and  patents  therefor  issued  to  said  latter  company .  In  the 
statement  of  said  case  which  precedes  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  is 
recited : 

Mr.  William  Lawreoce  (representing  settlors),  for  appellee,  argued  the  followinjs: 

general  propositions: Sixth  Proposition.— It  is  sal)niitted  that 

the  lands  in  controversy  are  not  subject  to  any  land  grant,  becanse  incladed  in  the 
New  York  Indian  reservation  under  the  treaty  of  January  15, 1838,  never  legally 
revoked. 
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After  considering  certain  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  concluding  that 
they  famished  no  reason  for  disturbing  said  titles,  the  court  con- 
cluded : 

There  are  other  grounds  urged  for  granting  the  relief  sought  b^'  the  hill,  but  they 
are  not  safficieut  to  justify  such  a  decree,  nor  are  they  important  enough  to  require 
farther  discussion  here. 

On  this  statement  it  is  claimed  by  said  attorneys  that  the  question 
here  presented,  was  properly  before  the  court,  and  decided.    An  exam- 
ination of  the  record  of  that  case,  however,  shows  that  such  claim  is 
not  well  founded.    The  question  now  before  me  was  not  put  in  issue  by 
the  pleadings  iu  that  case.    The  New  York  Indian  reservation  was  not 
mentioned,  either  in  the  bill,  the  answer  or  the  replication,  nor  was  any 
reference  made  thereto.    The  bill  urged  that  the  lauds  were  excepted 
from  the  grant  for  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  road  by  reason  of 
conflict  with  other  railroad  grants ;  because  the  road  was  not  constructed 
to  a  certain  point  contemplated  in  the  grant ;  and  because  the  company 
had  received  more  lands  than  it  was  entitled  to,  etc.    After  considering 
these  three  propositions  the  court  concluded  with  the  expression  above 
cited.    But  the  ^^  other  grounds  "  there  spoken  of  must  be  held  to  be 
those  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  of  which  there  were  several.    Cer- 
tainly no  judgment  could  have  gone  against  the  company,  on  the  record, 
on  a  plea  which  it  had  no  opportunity  of  answering,  nor  do  I  think  the 
mere  meutiou  of  an  extraneous  fact  by  an  attorney  in  argument  would 
place  that  fact  iu  issue,  '^  where  the  second  action  between  the  same 
parties  is  upon  a  different  claim  or  demand  the  judgment  in  the  prior 
action  operates  as  an  estoppel  only  as  to  those  matters  in  issue  or  points 
controverted,  upon  the  determination  of  which  the  finding  or  verdict 
was  rendered."     Cromwell  v.  County  of  Sac.  (94  U.  S.,  351). 

However,  I  find  myself  unable  to  agree  in  said  recommendation  that 
steps  be  taken  to  secure  the  reconveyance  of  these  lands  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1887,  for  the  following  reasons. 

By  said  treaty  of  1838  the  New  York  Indians  ceded  and  relinquished 
to  the  United  States  all  their  right,  title  and  interest  to  the  lands 
secured  to  them  at  Oreen  Bay,  in  the  Territory  of  Wisconsin,  by  the 
Menomonee  treaty  of  1831  (except  a  small  tract) ;  and  in  consideration 
thereof  the  United  States  agreed  to  set  apart  the  land  subsequently 
embraced  in  said  New  York  Indian  reservation,  ''  to  have  and  to  hold 
the  same  in  fee  simple  to  the  said  tribes  or  nations  of  Indians,  by  patent 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States"  issued  in  conformity,  with 
section  3,  of  the  act  of  May  28,  1830,  (4  Stats.,  411),  the  proviso  of 
which  declares  that  '<  such  lands  shall  revert  to  the  United  States  if  the 
Indians  become  extinct  or  abandon  the  same."  It  was  agreed  that  said 
Indians  then  residing  in  New  York  should  remove  to  said  lands  so  set 
apart,  and  that  such  of  the  tribes  as  fail  *<  to  accept  and  agree  to  re- 
move" within  five  years  **or  such  other  time  as  the  President  may 
from  time  to  time  appoint  shall  forfeit  all  interest  in  the  lands  so  set 
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apart  to  the  United  States."  The  United  States  agreed  to  appropriate 
t400,000  to  aid  said  Indians  in  removing  from  their  homes,  etc.  Bat 
few  of  the  Indians  went  to  said  lands,  and  of  these  but  tbirty-two  re- 
ceived <'  certificates  of  allotment "  for  their  respective  shares  of  land. 
In  a  report  to  the  Department,  sabseqaently  transmitted  to  Congress, 
and  dated  February  9,  1883,  Gommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  Price 
stated  that  no  time  was  ever  fixed  by  the  President  within  which  the 
removal  mnst  be  made,  that  but  $20,477.50,  of  the  $400,000  promised? 
were  appropriated,  and  that  on  the  other  hand  the  Indians,  in  any  con- 
siderable numbers,  never  manifested  a  desire  to  remove  to  the  western 
lands,  but  on  the  contrary  opposed  such  removal. 

In  a  letter  dated  April  19, 1858,  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  on 
Indian  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  reference  to  a  bill 
then  pending  affecting  these  lands  Secretary  Thompson  said :— (Vol. 
3,  p.  93,  Ind.  Div.), 

The  Indians  who  have  failed  to  remove  have  by  the  express  terms  of  the  treaty  of 
1838  forfeited  their  title  to  the  reserve  and  a  dne  regard  for  the  interest  of  the  white 
population  of  Kansas  wonld  seem  to  require  that  this  large  and  valuable  body  of  land 
should  no  longer  be  withheld  from  settlement. 

On  June  16,  1860,  he  wrote  to  the  Gommissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  as 
follows :  (Vol.  3,  p.  327,  Ind.  Div.), 

Herewith  is  returned^  with  my  approval  endorsed  thereon,  the  list  of  locations  made 
for  the  New  York  Indians,  in  Kansas,  which  was  transmitted  with  your  report  of  fhe 
9th  inst. 

Your  recommendation  that  the  balance  of  the  tract  heretofore  reserved  for  the  New 
York  Indians  in  Kansas,  be  turned  over  to  the  General  Land  Office,  to  be  disposed  of  as 
other  public  lands,  is  approved,  and  yon  wiU  so  inform  the  Commissioner. 

The  proclamation  of  the  President  of  1860,  referred  to  by  yonr  office 
thereafter  directed  public  sale  in  certain  townships,  of  the  public  lands 
not  covered  by  individual  Indian  locations,  "in  the  late"  New  York  In- 
dian reservation.  From  that  time  at  least  the  lands  in  said  reservation 
have  been  treated  as  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  land  laws.  Mean- 
while the  lands  have  been  disposed  of  and  numerous  towns  have  grown 
up  thereon.  On  November  5, 1857  (11  Stat.,  735),  a  treaty  was  con- 
cluded with  the  Tonawanda  band  of  Senecas  (one  of  said  tribes),  by 
which  said  band  relinquished  all  its  claims  to  said  land  under  the  treaty 
of  1838,  in  consideration  of  which  the  United  States  agreed  to  pay 
and  invest  for  them  the  sum  of  $256,000.  On  June  20, 1884,  the  Senate 
committee  on  Indian  Affkirs  referred  to  the  court  of  claims  a  bill,  to 
provide  for  a  settlement  with  said  New  York  Indians  for  the  "  unexe- 
cuted stipulation"  of  said  treaty  of  1838.  Thereupon  suit  was  entered 
praying  for  a  money  indemnity  in  lieu  of  said  lands  so  lost.  The  sait 
is  still  pending.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Indians  are  now  making 
claim  for  the  land  itself. 

It  thus  appears  that  for  thirty  years  both  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  government  have  acted  on  the  theory  that  the  right  of 
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said  Indians  to  these  lands  had  expired.  While  there  is  force  in  the 
suggestion  of  your  office  that  the  executive,  ordinarily,  has  not  power 
to  extinguish  a  reservation  created  by  treaty,  in  this  case,  the  expressed 
opinion  of  this  Department  that  the  Indian  right  had  lapsed,  and  the 
proclamation  of  the  President  following  thereupon,  directing  the  sale  of 
the  lands,  acted  upon  for  thirty  years,  must  be  considered  a  bar  to  any 
further  action  on  the  part  of  this  Department  looking  to  the  disturb- 
ance of  titles  long  since  vested  thereunder.  The  proclamation  directed 
the  sale  of  1,222,240  acres  of  the  1,824,000  acres  embraced  in  the  reserve. 
It  was  recommended  by  your  office  and  the  Secretary.  See  Pueblo  of 
San  Francisco  (5  L.  D.,  483) ;  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
(8  Ibid.,  105) ;  United  States  v,  Burlington  and  Missouri  B.  B.  Go.  (98 
U.  S.,  341). 

I  come  now  to  the  question  of  the  re-adjustment  of  the  limits  of  said 
grant.  The  original  withdrawal  from  the  crossing  of  the  Atehison, 
Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  railroad,  at  Emporia,  southward  was  made  in* 
1863 ;  from  Emporia  northward,  in  1867.  These  withdrawals  have  re- 
mained constantly  in  force,  and  in  accordance  therewith  lands  have 
ever  since  been  patented  or  certified.  In  other  words  the  lines  thus 
established  have  been  accepted  as  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  over  twenty 
years.  It  is  now  proposed  to  re-adjust  these  limits,  and  bring  suit  to 
recover  the  title  to  such  lands  as  have  been  patented  outside  the  new 
limits.  It  appears  that  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  company  has 
sold  all  the  lands  it  received  under  the  grant,  and  it  may  be  presumed 
that  in  the  lapse  of  time  the  title  to  much  of  it,  has  changed  hands  many 
times.  It  appears  from  an  inspection  of  the  diagram  submitted  that 
the  old  and  new  limits  follow  the  same  general  course  there  being  a 
slight  variation  throughout  the  entire  length.  They  cross  each  other 
many  times,  and  consequently  some  lands  that  lay  within  the  old  limits 
are  outside  the  new,  and  vice  versa.  As  far  as  the  question  relates  to 
lands  lying  along  the  ten-mile  or  granted  limits  I  have  little  difficulty ; 
for,  any  lands  patented  as  granted  lands,  which  now  appear  to  be  out- 
side the  granted  limits,  would  necessarily  fall  within  the  indemnity 
limits,  and  consequently  under  the  operation  of  the  grant.  These  lands 
it  may  be  assumed,  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  adverse  claims  would 
have  passed  to  the  grant,  as  indemnity  though  at  present  charged  to 
it  as  granted  lands.  I  cannot  conceive  that  under  these  circumstances 
a  court  would  lend  its  aid  to  set  aside  the  existing  title.  If  on  the  other 
hand  lands  along  such  limits  have  been  treated  as  indemnity  lands,  and 
now  appear  to  be  in  the  granted  belt,  the  cause  of  complaint  would 
seem  to  be  in  the  company  rather  than  in  the  government. 

As  to  the  lands  along  the  outer  or  indemnity  limit  a  somewhat  dif- 
ferent question  arises.  Your  office  finds  that  21,421.09  acres  lying 
within  the  original  indemnity  limit  and  patented  as  indemnity  lands, 
are  outside  the  new  limit  and  consequently  beyond  the  operation  of  the 
gi-ant.    This  arises  from  two  causes :  first,  because  the  old  limits  were 
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not  adjusted  to  the  smallest  legal  Hubdivisions,  aud  second,  because  in 
closing  tbe  public  surveys  upon  the  first  guide  meridian  east  of  the 
6th  principal  meridian  a  tier  of  sections  in  the  range  thus  made  ^^was 
two  miles  in  width  instead  of  one  "  as  a  result  of  which  the  limits  of  the 
grant  were  laid  down  "one  mile  too  wide,"  wherever  such  range  was 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal. 

The  company  insists  that  your  office  is  in  error  as  to  this  second  class 
of  lands  on  the  ground  that  it  is  entitled  to  every  alternate  odd  num- 
bered section  <<  to  the  extent  of  five  alternate  sections  per  mile  on  each 
side  of  said  road,  and  not  exceeding  in  all  ten  sections  per  mile,"  as 
such  sections  may  be  found  surveyed  ;  that  it  takes  the  section  itself  or 
its  equivalent  in  area,  whether  greater  or  less  than  640  acres. 

I  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  consider  the  merits  of  this  contention, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case.  When  the  withdrawals  were  made  it  was 
well  known  to  the  Department  that  sections  as  surveyed,  frequently 
exceeded  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  or  one  square  mile  in  area. 
While  it  does  not  appear  affirmatively  that  the  question  was  considered 
by  the  Department  or  your  office  in  making  the  withdrawals,  that  fact 
itself  lends  color  to  the  presumption  that  it  was,  at  that  time,  not  con- 
sidered a  necessary  factor  in  defining  the  limits  of  such  withdrawals. 
It  should  be  presumed  that  the  Secretary  considered  all  matters  neces- 
sary to  a  proper  and  legal  determination  of  the  questions  before  him. 
His  action  in  this  matter  has  been  followed,  unquestioned,  for  many 
years,  though  the  existence  of  the  irregular  survey  must  have  been 
known.  Under  these  circumstances  I  cannot  conceive  it  to  be  the  duty 
of  the  Department  to  re-open  this  question,  sua  sponte^  and  take  steps 
looking,  to  the  disturbance  of  titles  so  vested.  But  if  this  view  is  not 
conclusive,  the  question  must  be  disposed  of  with  that  relating  to  the 
lands  which  now  appear  to  be  beyond  the  limits  by  reason  of  a  more 
accurate  measurement.  It  should  be  premised  that  the  grant  remains 
unsatisfied,  by  several  hundred  thousand  acres.  During  the  many  years 
intervening  since  the  withdrawals,  the  accuracy  of  the  limits  has  not 
been  questioned.  Meanwhile  the  lands,  sparsely  settled  in  1867,  have 
been  practically  all  disposed  of.  Titles  that  vested  under  the  deliberate 
action  of  the  Department  have  passed  from  hand  to  hand  many  times. 
Under  these  circumstances,  as  was  said  by  Secretary  Vilas,  in  the  case 
of  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Ey.  Co.  (8  L.  D.,  255),  I  am  com- 
pelled to  recognize  at  the  outset  that  the  question  is  presented  at  such 
a  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  impose  limitations  upon  judgment 
which  would  not  afifect  its  examination  as  an  original  question. 

The  question  here  is  between  the  government  aud  the  company.  If 
the  original  withdrawals  were  erroneous,  the  fault  is  due  to  the  govern- 
ment and  not  the  company.  "  If  it  be  inequitable  to  grant  the  relief 
prayed  against  a  citizen,  such  relief  will  be  refused  by  a  court  of  equity, 
though  the  United  States  be  the  suitor,''  said  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Flint 
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(4  Sawyer,  58,  affirmed  in  98  XJ.  S.,  61).    He  farther  said,  after  stating 
that  no  laches  in  bringing  suit  can  be  imputed  to  the  United  States : — 

Yet  the  facility  with  which  the  trath  could  have  been  originally  shown  hy  them 
....  the  changed  condition  of  parties  and  property  from  lapse  of  time ;  the  diffi- 
cnlty  from  this  canse  of  meeting  objections  which  might  perhaps  at  the  time  have  been 
Teadily  explained ;  and  the  acquisition  of  interests  by  third  parties  upon  the  faith  of 
the  decree,  are  elemeuts  which  will  always  be  considered  by  tlie  court  in  deterininiug 
whether  it  be  equitable  to  grant  the  relief  prayed.  All  the  attendant  circumstances 
will  be  weighed,  that  no  wrong  be  done  to  the  citizens,  though  the  government  be 
the  suitor. 

In  the  case  of  the  Atl  antic  and  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  (8  L.  D 165),  it  was 

said : — 

Under  such  circumstances,  and  after  the  lapse  of  so  many  years,  many  decisions  of 
the  supreme  coart  demonstrate  that  it  can  not  be  expected  the  patents  would  be  set 
aside  and  thereby  the  property  rights  acquired  under  them  and  so  long  enjoyed  witli- 
ont  challenge,  sacrificed  by  a  different  interpretation  of  the  granting  act  from  that 
which  was  deliberately  adopted  and  acted  upon.  The  only  probable  consequence  of 
instituting  such  a  litigation  would  be  uncertainty,  depreciation  of  values  for  a  time 
and  distress  to  a  large  community  and  numerous  citizens. 

I  therefore  conclude,  basing  my  judgement  on  the  decisions  of  the 
coarts,  and  the  Department,  and  on  the  equitable  considerations  in 
favor  of  the  vested  titles  that  no  action  should  be  taken  by  this  De- 
partment looking  to  a  re-adjustment  of  said  limits. 

In  your  said  letter  of  November  18, 1889,  you  say : 

In  the  former  adjustment  a  change  was  made  not  on  ly  in  the  limits  of  the  grant  for 
the  road  under  consideration,  but  all  roads  coming  in  conflict  therewith,  the  limits 
were  ohan^^ed  as  far  as  the  conflict  extended. 

The  other  roads  referred  to  are  I  presume  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and 
Santa  Fe,  the  Leavenworth,  Lawrence,  and  Galveston  roads,  under  the 
act  of  1863,  and  the  Union  Pacific  by  act  of  1862.  On  the  principles 
above  announced  these  limits  should  not  be  re-adjusted  within  the 
limits  of  this  road,  at  least  for  any  purpose  looking  to  the  disturbance 
of  titles  so  vested. 

Yon  further  state: 

From  Emporia  southward  in  the  conflict  with  the  grant  for  the  Atchison  Topeka 
and  Santa  Fe  B.  R.  Co.,  the  grant  is  or  oven  dat*',  while  north  of  this  point  the  grant 
for  the  latter  comjtany  is  the  prior  grant,  and  upon  establishing  a  terminal  at  this 
point  to  separate  tlie  grants,  it  is  found  that  the  Missouri  Kansas  and  Texas  R.  R. 
Co.,  received  patents  for  6,^45.6*2  acres  north  of  said  terminal.  Until  the  adjustment 
submitted  by  Mr.  Sparks,  no  terininsil  was  ever  cstablisiied,  but  the  line  of  the  Atchi- 
son Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  R.  R.,  seems  to  have  been  the  dividing  line  recognized,  at 
the  time  the  lands  were  patented. 

In  the  conflict  between  said  companies  the  Missouri  Kansas  and  Texas  R.  R.  Co. 
received  patents  for  12,G53  92  acres  as  indemnity,  of  lands  situated  within  the  primory 
limits  of  the  grant  of  the  Atchison  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  R.  R.  Co.,  and  in  the  conflict 
with  the  Leavenworth  Lawrence  and  Galveston  R.  R.  Co.,  the  Missouri  Kansas  and 
Texas  K.  R.  Co.,  received  iiatents  for  6,315.93  acres  as  indemnity,  which  are  shown  to 
be  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Leavenworth  Lawrence  and  Galves- 
ton Co. 
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In  the  adjastment  herewith  sabmitted  the  company  is  charged  with  receiving  these 
lands,  but  as  it  is  clearly  shown,  that  as  the  a^ustment  stands,  the  company  is  en- 
titled to  more  land  than  coald  be  fonnd  within  its  limits,  a  further  consideration  of 
the  matter,  as  affects  the  adjustment,  is  nnnecessary. 

As  the  title  to  these  laods  so  patented  is  not  disputed  by  either  of  the 
other  companies,  I  do  not  find  it  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  case 
to  consider  this  question  further. 

The  allowance  of  indemnity  in  accordance  with  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  the  case  of  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  By. 
Co.,  (6  L.  D.,  195)  is  approved. 

Said  first  ac^ustmentis  accordingly  modified  and  that  submitted  by 
your  letter  of  November  18, 1889,  is  approved. 

In  your  letter  of  December  12, 1889,  it  is  shown  that  there  is  ^'  dneaa 
indemnity''  to  the  company  389,458.93  acres,  instead  of  389,338.93  aB 
appeared  from  the  former  letter. 


RATLBOAI)  GBANT— INDEMNITY  SXIiECTION— PRE-EMPTION  FUilNO. 

NoBTHEBN  Pacific  E.  K.  Co.  v.  Molino- 

The  right  to  select  a  tract  as  indemnity  under  a  railroad  grant,  is  not  defeated  by  the 
mere  fact  that  the  selection  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  another  grant,  if  the 
tract  is  vacant  pnblic  land  at  date  of  selection. 

The  expiration  of  the  statutory  life  of  a  pre-emption  filing,  without  proof  and  pay- 
ment having  been  made  thereunder,  warrants  the  presamption  that  aU  claims 
under  such  filing  are  abandoned. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 

2, 1890. 

I  have  eonsidered  the  ease  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
V.  John  Petter  Moling  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  office  decision 
of  November  2, 1886,  rejectiug  its  application  to  select  as  indemnity  the 
following  tracts  of  land,  viz :  the  8W.  i  of  the  NW.  i  and  the  NW.  J 
of  the  SW.J  of  Sec.  29,  Tp.  131  N.,  E.  39  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Fergus  Falls, 
Minnesota,  land  district. 

These  tracts  are  geographically  within  the  ten  miles  (granted)  limits 
of  the  grant  for  the  benefit  of  the  St.  Paul  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
(St.  Vincent  Extension)  Railway  Company,  under  which  rights  are  held 
to  have  attached  December  19,  1871. 

Said  tracts  are  also  within  the  thirty  miles  (indemnity)  limits  of  the 
grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  CJompany  under  which  grant  a 
withdrawal  was  ordered  by  your  office  letter  of  December  26, 1871,  re- 
ceived at  the  district  land  office  January  10, 1872.  Hie  plat  of  this 
township  was  filed  in  the  local  office  March  27,  1873,  and  on  June  16, 
of  that  year  John  Benson  filed  preemption  declaratory  statement  Ko. 
1519  (unoffered  series)  for  these  tracts  and  other  land  alleging  settle- 
ment thereon  January  10, 1871,  which  filing  has  not  been  canceled. 
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Od  December  29,  1883,  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  ap- 
plied to  sel^t  these  tracts  as  indemnity  for  tracts  alleged  to  have  been 
lost  from  its  grant,  which  application  the  local  officers  rejected  for  the 
reason  that  the  land  was  '^  in  the  granted  limits  to  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Manitoba  Railway  Company  and  incladed  in  declaratory  statement 
No.  1,519  filed  June  16, 1873,  alleging  settlement  January  10, 1871,  not 
canceled  "  from  which  action  the  company  appealed. 

On  January  29, 1884,  John  Petter  Moling  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  tor  this  land.  A  hearing  was  ordered  by  the  local  officers,  with 
notice  to  Moling  and  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway 
Company  to  determine  the  status  of  the  land.  On  the  date  fixed  for 
said  hearing  these  parties  appeared  and  on  the  testimony  submitted 
the  local  officers  decided  that  Benson's  claim  excepted  the  land  from 
the  grant  and  that  Moling's  application  should  be  allowed,  from  which 
decision  the  company  appealed. 

In  your  office  the  respective  appeals  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Railway  Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany seem  to  have  been  considered  and  passed  ui)on  in  one  and  the 
same  decision. 

It  was  held  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  excepted  from  the  grant 
to  the  former  company  by  reason  of  the  settlement  and  filing  of  Benson 
which  existed  at  the  date  the  right  of  said  company  attached  under  its 
grant. 

In  regard  to  the  claim  of  the  latter  company  it  was  said  in  your  office 
decision — 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  hearing  al- 
though it  w^as  a  claimant,  by  virtne  of  its  application  and  appea.!  for  tbe  land.  Its 
rights  are  not  prejndiced  however,  becanse  it  is  not  entitled  nnder  any  circumstances 
to  select  the  land  because  one  company  can  not  go  into  the  granted  limits  of  another 
to  seek  indemnity  and  for  the  further  reason  that  a  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  fil- 
ing of  record,  is  a  bar  to  the  selection  of  the  land  embraced  therein  for  indemnity 
purposes  ander  the  grant. 

Moling's  application  to  enter  was  rejected  for  the  reason  that  his 
entry  coald  not  be  properly  admitted  while  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company's  appeal  was  pending. 

From  this  decision  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  alone  ap- 
pealed so  that  the  only  question  now  before  this  Department  for  con- 
sideration is  as  to  its  claim. 

The  mere  fact  that  this  land  was  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  since  in  fact  it  was  not  granted  land,  does  not  con- 
stitute a  bar  to  its  selection  as  indemnity  under  another  grant.  Allers 
V.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  etal,  (9  L.  D.,  452). 

The  fact  that  these  tracts  were  within  the  limits  of  the  former  grant 
does  not  afford  sufficient  grounds  for  the  rejection  of  the  application 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  to  select  them  as  indemnity,  and  the 
action  of  the  local  ofiBcers  and  of  your  office  in  so  far  as  the  same  was 
based  apon  that  ground  can  not  be  sustained. 
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I  canuot  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  Benson's  filing  was  safficieut 
to  prevent  the  selection  of  this  land  as  indemnity  under  tbe  present 
application.  At  the  date  of  the  application  December  29, 1883,  the 
time  prescribed  for  making  proof  under  said  filing  had  expired.  The 
presumption  then  arose  that  all  claims  under  that  filing  had  been 
abandoned.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Stovenonr  (10  L.  D.,  645). 
This  presumption  is  not  attempted  to  be  rebutted,  but  on  the  other 
hand  is  strengthened  by  the  testimony  submitted  in  the  hearing  bad 
between  the  homestead  applicant  and  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Railway  company,  which  shows  that  Benson  had  no  famii}' 
and  that  he  died  in  1875. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  tracts  in  dispute  must  be  held  to  have 
been  at  the  date  of  the  application  to  select  the  same  as  indemnity, 
vacant  public  land  and  therefore  subject  to  such  selection. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  the  homestead  application  of 
Moling  is  rejected  and  the  application  by  the  Northern  Pacific  B.  R. 
Co.,  to  select  said  land  as  indemnity  will  be  allowed  unless  some  reason 
not  shown  by  the  record  now  before  me  appears  for  refusing^  the  same. 


HOMESTEAI>  CONTEST-APPEAL— POSSESSION. 

Keller  t?.  BuLLiNaTON. 

The  General  Land  Office  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  case  after  an  appeal  is  filed  from 
its  decision  therein. 

The  occupation  and  possession  of  public  land,  for  the  purpose  of  working  a  stone 
quarry  thereoni  confers  no  right  or  title,  either  as  against  the  United  States,  or 
others  having  a  valid  claim  under  its  laws. 

Tbe  fact  that  land  entered  under  the  homestead  law  contains  a  stone  quarry,  or  tbat 
the  entrymau  knew  such  fact  when  be  applied  to  enter  does  not  vitiate  the  entry, 
if  good  faith  is  otherwise  apparent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  2, 1890. 

The  record  in  the  case  of  Keller  v.  Bnllington,  transmitted  fh>m  your 
office  to  this  Department  by  letter  dated  the  20th  of  October,  1888,  has 
been  considered.  It  involves  the  title  to  the  N  ^  of  the  SE  i  of  Sec. 
23,  T.  5.  S.  B.  11  W.,  of  the  Huntsville,  Alabama,  land  district. 

From  this  record  it  appears  that  on  the  first  day  of  Febmary,  1887, 
Bnllington  made  a  homestead  entry  (No.  15,806)  of  the  land  above 
described. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1887,  Keller  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  al- 
leging, in  substance,  that  he  purchased  at  public  sale,  in  1884,  from 
Robert  B.  Lindsay,  administrator  of  F.  0.  Vinson,  deceased,  a  large 
tract  of  land  in  Colbert  county,  Alabama,  and  that  this  land,  thus  par 
chased,  and  afterwards  conveyed  to  him,  covered  the  traet  embraced  in 
BuUington's  homestead  entry,  and  consequently  that  his  right  to  the 
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same  was  prior  and  superior  to  that  of  Ballington.  He'  further  stated 
that  his  land  contained  a  stoue-quarry ;  that  in  October,  1886,  he  sold 
a  half  interest  in  his  said  land  to  W.  S.  Hull  and  authorized  him  to 
open  the  said  qnarry ;  that  Hull  had  opened  this  quarry  at  great  ex- 
pense and  was  engaged  in  operating  the  same,  as  Bnllington  well 
knew,  at  the  time  he  (the  said  Bullington)  made  his  homestead  entry ; 
that  this  entry  was  not  made  in  good  faith,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  spirit  of  the  homestead  law,  but  with  the  view  of  getting  posses- 
sion of  the  said  stone-quarry,  and  for  purposes  of  speculation. 

Od  filing  this  affidavit  of  contest  a  hearing  was  asked  for  and  ordered. 
After  due  notice,  both  parties  appeared  before  the  local  officers  at 
Hantsville,  with  their  respective  witnesses  and  attorneys,  and  sub- 
mitted their  testimony.  When  this  testimony  was  considered,  the 
register  and  receiver  of  the  local  office  sustained  the  contest  and 
recommended  the  cancellation  of  Bnllington's  entry.  Thereupon,  he 
appealed  to  your  office  where  on  the  6th  of  April,  1888,  said  decision 
was  affirmed  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation.  Bullington  then  ap- 
pealed to  this  Department.  His  appeal  bears  date  the  30th  of  April, 
1888,  and  was  filed  on  the  same  day.  Afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  of 
May,  1888,  his  appeal  having  never  been  acted  upon  or  withdrawn,  he 
applied  for  a  reconsideration  of  your  office  decision  of  April  6, 1888. 

On  this  application,  your  office,  on  the  28th  of  June,  1888,  reconsid- 
ered and  revoked  its  decision,  dismissed  the  contest,  and  allowed  Bul- 
lington to  proceed  and  perfect  his  title.  From  this  last-named  decision, 
Keller  appealed.  His  appeal  was  entered  on  the  16th  of  August,  1888, 
and  on  the  29th  of  the  following  May  he  filed  a  paper  in  this  Depart- 
ment stating,  in  effect,  that  his  appeal  had  been  taken  simply  to  save 
aoy  rights  that  might  have  been  forfeited  in  consequence  of  his  neglect 
to  appeal,  and  that  he  denied  the  right  of  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  to  reconsider  and  revoke  his  decision  after  an  ap- 
peal from  that  decision  had  been  filed. 

This  position,  thus  brought  to  the  notice  of  this  Department,  is  sus- 
tained by  numerous  decisions.  The  filing  of  an  appeal  from  a  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  places  the  case  beyond  his  jurisdiction.  Sapp  r. 
Anderson,  (9  L.  D.,  165)  -,  McGovern  v.  Bartels  (3  C.  L.  O.,  70) ;  King 
V,  Leitensdorfer  (3  L.  D.,  110) ;  Gray  v.  Ward,  et  al,  (5  L.  D.,  410) ;  John 
M.  Walker,  et  at,  (5  L.  D.,  504) ;  Ida  May  Taylor,  (6  L.  D.,  107) ;  Ru- 
dolph Wnrlitzer  (6  L.  D.,  316). 

Following  the  rules  here  laid  down,  the  application  for  a  rehearing 
filed  in  your  office  on  the  2nd  of  May,  1888,  and  all  papers  in  support 
thereof,  must  be,  and  hereby  are,  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  this 
case.  Then  it  rests  upon  the  decision  of  your  office  made  April  6, 1888, 
and  the  appeal  therefrom.  This  appeal  presents  all  the  questions  of 
law  and  fact  involved  in  the  controversy,  and  submits  the  whole  case 
for  consideration  and  final  decision  according  to  it«  actual  merit. 
It  appears  from  the  record  that  Keller,  on  making  a  careful  examina- 
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tiou  of  his  title  papers,  foand  that  he  had  no  right  whatever,  under  his 
purchase  from  Vinson's  administrator,  to  the  land  covered  by  Bulling- 
ton's  entry,  bat  still  insists  that  he  and  Hall  have  rights,  even  superior 
to  those  of  Ballington,  in  and  to  portions  of  the  said  tract  by  reason  of 
their  having  occupied  and  worked  the  stone-qnarry  thereon  as  above 
stated.  But  snch  occupation  and  possession  confers  no  right  of  title 
against  the  United  States,  or  against  those  having  a  valid  claim  of  title 
under  its  laws.  An  occupant  of  public  land  claiming  title  by  virtne  of 
his  possession,  as  against  an  adverse  claimant,  must  show  that  he  occn- 
pies  and  holds  the  same  under  some  proceeding  or  law  purporting  to 
give  him  at  least  a  right  of  possession.  Deffeback  v.  Hawke  (115  U.  S., 
392)  5  Sparks  v.  Pierce,  (id.,  408). 

Keller  does  not  pretend  to  hold  the  land  in  question  under  any  law 
or  proceeding  purporting  to  give  him  a  legal  right  to  itB  possession  or 
ownership  from  the  United  States.  He  assails  Bullington's  title,  con- 
tending that  when  he  made  his  entry  he  knew  that  the  land  embraced 
within  its  boundaries  covered  the  stone-quarry  above  mentioned,  and 
that  his  object  in  making  the  entry  was  to  secure  the  land  and  the 
quarry  for  speculative  purposes. 

If  it  can  be  shown  that  the  entry  was  made  for  speculative  purposes 
in  violation  of  the  homestead  law,  it  should,  of  course,  be  canceled ; 
but  the  mere  fact  that  the  land  contains  a  stone-quarry,  or  that  the 
eutryman  knew  of  its  existence  at  the  time  he  made  his  application  to 
enter,  does  not  vitiate  his  homestead  entry.  Under  an  act  of  March 
3,  1883,  (22  Stats.,  487),  all  public  lands  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  except 
those  previously  reported  as  containing  coal  and  iron,  are  subject  to 
disposal  as  agricultural  lands.  There  is  no  evidence  found  in  the  record 
tending  to  show  that  this  land  had  been  reporte<l  as  containing  coal 
and  iron  in  March,  1883,  when  said  act  took  effect 

An  effort  has  been  made  to  show  that  Bullington,  after  making  his 
entry,  had  sold  or  offered  to  sell  his  interest  in  the  land,  but  it  appears 
in  evidence  that  he  refused  to  sell  or  agree  to  sell  without  consulting 
the  local  officers  of  his  land  district  as  to  his  rights  under  the  homestead 
law  to  make  such  sale,  and  when  advised  by  them  that  he  had  no  snch 
right,  nothing  further  was  heard  in  reference  to  the  sale. 

At  the  time  that  Bullington  made  his  entry,  the  land  was  unappro- 
priated public  land,  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  law.  He  was 
fully  qualified  to  make  the  same  and  he  immediately  commenced  build- 
ing a  house,  a  corn-crib,  several  cabins,  and  other  improvements  and  cul- 
tivated about  four  acres  of  the  land  in  crops.  He  was  in  full  possession 
of  the  property,  with  his  family,  when  this  contest  commenced,  on  the 
14th  of  June,  1887,  about  four  and  a  half  months  after  he  made  his 
entry.  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  portions  of  the  land  embraced 
therein  are  mountainous  and  unfit  for  cultivation ;  but  I  think  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  testimony  tends  to  show  that  the  most  of  it  can  be 
cultivated  in  cereals,  fhiits  and  vegetables,  or  used  for  grazing  purposes. 
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It  farther  shows  that  Ballington  in  good  faith  had  complied  with  the 
reqQiremeDts  of  the  homestead  law  as  to  residence,  onltivation  and  im- 
provements np  to  the  time  that  this  contest  was  inangurated. 

If  it  should  appear  when  he  submits  his  final  proof  that  he  has  not 
honestly  and  fairly  complied  with  the  spirit  of  the  homestead  law  then 
his  entry  can  be  attacked,  but  daring  the  fonr  months  he  has  been  upon 
the  tract,  I  am  impressed  with  the  belief  that  he  has  acted  in  good  faith, 
hence,  the  decision  of  your  office  of  April  6, 1888,  is  reversed  and  the 
contest  dismissed. 


BAILIIOAD  GBANT-PRE-EMPTION  CLAIM. 
NOBTHBBN  PACIPIO  R.  E.  Oo.  V.  STUABT. 

Land  covered  by  a  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing  at  date  of  withdrawal  on  gen- 
eral roate  is  excepted  thereby  from  the  operation  of  said  withdrawal. 

A  pre-emptor  is  not  estopped  firom  proving  that  his  settlement  was  made  at  a  differ- 
ent and  earlier  date  than  that  alleged  in  his  declaratory  statement. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  OffloCj  August 

2, 1890. 

I  have  CM>nsidered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
9.  James  Stuart,  involving  pre-emption  cash  entry  made  by  the  latter 
for  the  SO.  i  of  the  SW.  |,  the  NE.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^j  and  the  S.  i  of  the 
SE.  :|,  of  Sec.  21,  T.  13  N.,  B.  19  E.,  North  Yakima  land  district,  Wash- 
ington. 

Said  Stuart  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  tract  described  on 
March  6, 1886,  alleging  settlement  in  March,  1885,  and  made  proof  and 
payment  on  July  9, 1886. 

The  local  officers,  at  the  end  of  the  quarter,  forwarded  the  papers  in 
the  case  of  this  and  other  entries  made  during  the  quarter,  for  the  ex- 
amination of  your  office. 

Your  office,  when  it  came  to  act  upon  Stuart's  proof,  observed  that 
the  tract  covered  by  his  entry  was  located  within  the  limits  of  the 
withdrawal  ordered  upon  the  map  of  general  route  of  the  amended 
branch  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  company — which  order 
was  received  at  the  local  office  July  18, 1879;  also  within  the  granted 
limits  upon  the  map  of  definite  location — ^filed  May  24, 1884. 

Your  office  thereupon  by  letter  of  December  10, 1887,  directed  the 
attention  of  the  local  officers  to  the  location  of  the  tract  within  railroad 
limits  as  above  set  forth,  but  approved  Stuart's  entry;  and  at  the  same 
time  notified  the  railroad  company  of  Stuart's  entry,  and  of  their  right 
of  appeal  firom  the  action  of  your  office  approving  the  same. 

The  company  appealed  to  the  Department,  January  23, 1888. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  records  of  your 
office  show  that  one  Ira  A.  Johnson  filed  declaratory  statement  for  said 
tract  October  5,  alleging  settlement  September  6, 1878. 

It  wUl  be  seen  that  at  the  date  of  the  receipt  by  the  local  office  of  the 
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order  of  withdrawal  ui>on  the  map  of  general  route,  (July  18, 1879, 
stipra^)  Joljuson's  unexpired  filing,  prvnafa^c  valid,  excepted  the  tract 
therefrom.    (Northern  Pacitic  R.  11.  Co.,  v.  Stovenour,  10  L.  D.,  (>4o). 

Stuart's  declaratory  statement  alleges  settlement  in  March,  'H885.^ 
And  in  his  final  proof,  made  July  19,  1886,  in  reply  to  the  qneslion, 
^^  When  did  yon  first  make  settlement  on  the  above  described  land," 
Stuart  answered,  "  March  5, 1886." 

On  the  other  hand :  in  reply  to  the  next  question,  '^  When  did  you 
first  establish  actual  residence  on  the  land  you  now  seek  to  enter  f" 
Stnart  answers,  '*  March,  1882.'^ 

One  of  these  answers  must  be  an  error  on  the  part  of  Stuart— or  of 
the  person  making  out  his  papers  (which  are  evidently  not  in  Stuart's 
handwriting).  To  determine  which  is  correct,  reference  must  be  had  to 
other  evidence  in  the  record. 

Samuel  Hubbard,  one  of  claimant's  final  proof  witnesses,  testifies 
that  he  has  known  claimant  since  October,  1884;  and  in  response  to 
the  question,  '*  When  did  he  commence  his  residence  thereon  !  ^  answers? 
*'  Before  I  knew  him.''    This  shows  residence  before  October,  1884. 

Charles  Z.  Cheney,  the  claimant's  other  witness,  in  response  to  tbe 
question,  "When  did  claimant  first  settle  on  his  claim!"  answers, 
"  March,  1882;"  and  in  response  to  the  further  question,  "  When  did 
he  commence  his  residence  thereon f"  answers,  "  March,  1882." 

The  above-named  witnesses  were  cross-examined.  On  cross-exami- 
nation witness  Cheney  says:  "Claimant  has  raised  corn,  grain,  pota- 
toes, and  vegetables  of  all  kinds ;  he  has  cut  and  stacked  hay  each  year 
for  four  years." 

The  amount  of  improvements  made  by  the  claimant — aside  from 
those  purchased  by  him  from  a  former  occupant  of  the  tract — are  large 
even  for  four  years. 

There  is  a  strong  preponderance  of  evidence  to  show  that  Stuart's 
settlement  and  residence  were  made  in  March,  1882. 

Notwithstanding  claimant's  declaratory  statement  alleged  settlement 
in  1885,  he  was  not  thereby  estopped  from  proving  that  it  was  actually 
made  at  another  and  earlier  date.  "  The  law  gives  him  a  right  to  tbe 
land  from  the  date  of  his  settlement ;  and  his  right  is  not  to  be  defeated 
by  a  discrepant  allegation  he  may  have  made,  when  it  is  shown  that  it 
was  made  by  mistake  "  (Zinkand  v.  Brown,  3  L.  D.,  380 ;  Tipp  v.  Thomas, 
ib.,  102). 

Holding  that  Stuart's  settlement  dates  from  March,  1882,  such  settle- 
ment excepted  the  tract  from  the  grant  upon  the  subsequent  filing  (Uay 
24, 1884,  supra,)  of  the  map  of  definite  location. 

The  railroad  company  does  not  deny  that  Stuart's  settlement  and  res- 
idence preceded  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  but  claims  the 
tract  solely  on  the  ground  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  Johnson's  filing 
excepted  the  land  from  the  withdrawal  on  the  map  of  general  route. 

The  decision  of  your  office,  holding  the  tract  subject  to  entry  by  Stu- 
art, is  affirmed. 
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TIMBBB  LAND  ENTRX-PRB-EMPTION  CLAIM. 

Tbnny  V.  Johnson  et  al. 

A  timber  land  entry  under  the  act  of  Juno  3. 1878,  can  not  be  allowed  for  land  in- 
claded  within  a  bona  fide  pre-emption  claim,  and  the  ri|(ht  of  the  pre-emptor  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  his  improvements  are  not  on  the  particular  sub- 
division in  conflict. 

lu  determining  the  good  faith  of  a  pre-emption  claim,  asserted  for  laud  subject  to 
entry  under  said  act  of  1878,  it  is  competent  to  consider  the  character  of  the  land 
involved. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  2, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  K.  Tenny  against  Gharles  A. 
Johnson  and  Alexander  Sealander  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your 
decision  of  January  9,  1889,  rejecting  his  application  to  enter  the  W.  ^ 
SE.i  and  B.  i  8W.  i  Sec.  33  T.  24  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Olympia,  Washing- 
ton  land  district. 
The  facts  are  as  follows : 

On  July  6, 1885,  Alexander  B.  Sealander  filed  pre-emption  declara- 
tory sUtement  for  the  S.  i  SE.  i  of  Sec.  33  and  W.  i  SW.  i  Sec.  34, 
T.  24  N.y  R.  1.  W.,  Olympia  land  district,  alleging  settlement  June  23, 
1885. 

Od  Jnly  11, 1885,  Charles  A.  Johnson  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  SW.  i  S W.  |,  E.  i  SW.  i  and  NW.  i  SB.  i  of  Sec.  33, 
same  township  and  range,  alleging  settlement  June  23, 1885. 

On  April  17, 1886,  John  B.  Tenny  filed  an  application  to  enter  the  B. 
i  SW.  i  and  W.  ^  SB.  i  Sec.  33,  same  township  and  range,  under  the 
timber  and  stone  act  of  June  3rd  1878  and  tendered  proof  and  payment 
therefore  July  13, 1886,  and  supplemental  proof  August  12, 1886.  This 
application  being  in  conflict  with  Sealander's  declaratory  statement  for 
the  S W.  J  SE.  ^  of  said  section  33,  and  with  Johnson's  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  B.  i  SW.  i  and  N W.  i  of  SB.  i  of  said  section  33,  a  hearing 
was  ordered  on  August  13, 1886  to  beheld  at  the  land  office  at  Olympia, 
October  4,  1886,  to  determine  the  validity  of  said  pre-emption  declara- 
tory statements. 

By  stipulation  of  the  parties  the  testimony  was  taken  at  Seattle, 
Washington,  before  a  notary  public,  at  which  hearing  Johnson  ap- 
peared in  person  and  Sealander  and  Tenny  by  attorneys.  The  testi- 
mony was  taken  and  returned  to  the  office  and  on  March  5, 1887,  the 
register  and  receiver  decided  that  said  tracts  sought  to  be  entered  by 
Tenny  were  not  on  April  17, 1886,  subject  to  said  entry  and  Tenny's 
application  was  rejected.  From  this  decision  he  appealed  to  your  office 
and  ou  January  9,  1889,  you  affirmed  said  decision,  from  which  judg- 
ment he  appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  testimony  introduced  by  Tenny's  attorney  related  chiefly  to  the 
nature  of  the  land,  and  it  showed  that  said  land  was  somewhat  broken 
2497— Vol.  11 10 
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and  that  the  greater  portion  of  it  was  covered  by  fir  and  pine  timber. 
It  showed  incidently  that  the  pre-emptors  had  each  made  some  im- 
provements on  their  respective  lands,  but  that  tliese  improvements 
were  not  on  the  particular  land  sought  to  be  entered  by  Teuny. 

The  testimony  introduced  by  Johnson  and  Sealander  showed  that 
each  had  built  a  cabin  on  his  land  and  made  some  clearing.  Scalauder 
being  sick  was  unable  to  attend  the  hearing.  The  testimony  showed 
that  Johnson  had  a  comfortable  house  twenty-four  by  fourteen  feet  and 
about  five  acres  cleared  and  in  cultivation ;  that  he  had  raised  very 
good  vegetables  on  the  land ;  that  his  family  had  been  living  in  the 
house  from  January,  1886,  except  during  a  portion  of  the  time  when 
his  children  were  at  school.  Tenny  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing  and 
no  witness  of  the  seven  called  in  his  behalf  appears  to  have  ever  known 
or  ever  seen  him. 

The  fact  that  tiie  particular  tracts  sought  to  be  purchased  by  Tenny 
did  not  cover  the  particular  subdivisions  upon  which  the  pre-emptor's 
improvements  were  situated  cannot  affect  their  rights  in  the  premises, 
nor  does  the  fact  that  the  greater  portion  of  the  land  is  excellent  timber 
land,  make  any  difference  in  the  case.  The  testimony  as  to  the  quality 
of  the  land  involved,  was,  however,  competent  as  reflecting  upon  the 
bona  fides  of  the  pre-emptors,  the  objection  thereto  and  motion  to  rale 
out  were  not  well  taken. 

In  Porter  v.  Throop  (6  L.  D.,  691)  these  questions  were  fully  discussed 
and  decided.    It  was  said — 

While  as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  were  no  iraprovements  or  settlement  on  the  one 
hundred  and  twenty  acres  of  land  in  dispute,  in  contemplation  of  law,  Tkroop's  im- 
proyements  and  settlement  on  the  forty  acre  tract  not  in  dispute  covered  the  entire 
tract. 

As  to  the  other  point  it  was  said — 

The  exception  in  the  act  of  June  3,  1878,  is  in  favor  not  of  the  'settler '  hut  of  the 
*bona  fide  settler'  ....  and  while  the  act  in  exempting  from  its  operation 
lands  claimed  by  a  '  bona  fide  settler'  ex  vi  termini  recognizes  that  there  may  be  a 
bona  fide  settlement  on  lands  of  the  character  described  therein,  that  is  lands  chiefly 
valuable  for  timber  and  *  unfit  for  ordinary  agricultural  purposes,'  .  ...  and 
the  fact  thafc  the  land  is  of  such  a  character,  might  be  a  circumstance,  taken  in  con- 
nection witli  other  facts  of  the  case,  shedding  light  upon  the  question  of  thebonafidef 
of  the  settler. 

I  have  considered  all  the  testimony  in  the  c^se,  and  I  find  that  both 
Johnson  and  Sealander  have  acted  in  good  faith  in  the  matter  of  their 
pre-emption  claims,  and  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  entire  record 
I  find  no  sufficient  reason  for  disturbing  the  conclusion  reached  by 
both  your  office  and  the  local  officers  and  the  decision  of  your  office 
is  therefore  affirmed.  Tenny's  application  to  enter  said  land  is  re- 
jected. 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  the  case  that  a  motion  to  dismiss  Uie 
appeal  was  filed.  The  motion  is  not  found  with  the  papers,  and  the 
case  being  one  of  some  importance,  1  have  reviewed  the  entire  record, 
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and  passed  upoa  the  merits  of  the  case,  disregarding  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss, of  which  the  appellee  in  view  of  the  conclasion  reached,  can  not 
complain. 


PRIVATE  CLAIM— INDEMNITY. 

Asa  Hickman. 

The  right  to  indemnity  under  section  3,  act  of  June  2, 1858,  does  not  exist  if  the  claim 
under  which  such  right  is  asserted  was  satisfied  by  location  prior  to  the  passage 
of  said  act. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 

2,  1890. 

Ill  the  report  of  the  register  and  receiver  for  the  southwestern  dis- 
trict of  Louisiana;  made  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1823  (3  Stat.,  756), 
providing  for  the  examination  of  titles  to  land  between  the  Kio  Hondo 
and  Sabine  Biver,  the  claim  of  Asa  Hickman,  assignee  of  John  May- 
hevT,  3d  class  Ko.  233  for  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  on  the  bayou  San- 
taburb,  by  virtue  of  inhabitation,  occupation  and  cultivation,  was 
recommended  for  confirmation.  American  State  Papers,  Green's  Ed., 
Vol.  4  p.  69. 

By  the  act  of  May  24, 1828  (6  Stat.,  382),  the  claims  in  the  third  class 
above  (with  a  few  express  exceptions,  that  of  Hickman  not  being 
among  the  exceptions),  were  confirmed. 

By  application,  dated  December  12, 1887,  Leo  Vandigaer,  the  duly 
appointed  curator  of  the  vacant  succession  of  Asa  Uickman,  deceased, 
alleging  that  the  claim  mentioned  remained  '^  wholly  unlocated  and 
uDsatisfied,"  applied  to  the  surveyor-general  at  New  Orleans  for  the 
issue  of  certificates  of  location,  ^^  under  section  three  of  the  act  of  June 
2, 1858"  (11  Stat.,  294),  in  satisfaction  of  said  claim. 

The  register  and  receiver  at  Nachitoches  certify,  that  the  records  of 
their  office  show  that  the  claim  mentioned  has  not  been  located  or  sat- 
isfied, as  provided  by  the  confirmtftory  act  of  May,  1828,  supra^  and 
their  certificate,  dated  October  14, 1887,  accompanies  the  said  applica- 
tion. 

By  letter,  dated  December  24,  1887,  the  surveyor-general  at  New 
Orleans,  after  stating  that  the  records  of  his  office  show  that  said  claim 
"  has  never  been  located,  surveyed  or  satisfied  by  the  government," 
transmitted,  in  satisfaction  thereof,  eight  certificates  of  location  of 
^^ghty  acres  each  for  authentication  by  your  office. 

On  April  25,1888,  your  office,  finding  said  claim  to  have  been  located 
iu  place  on  Sec.  35,  T.  7  N.,  R.  9  W.,  in  the  Nachitoches,  formerly 
(>jH3lou8a8,  land  district,  and  that  consequently  it  was  not  entitled  to 
iudemnity,  held  for  cancellation  the  said  certificates  of  location. 

From  this  action  the  applicant  appeals  here. 

Your  office  found  the  claim  to  be  so  located  for  the  reason  that  in 
patent  certificate  No.  020,  in  favor  of  Asa  Hickman  his  heirs  and  as- 
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signs,  dated  at  the  Opelousas  land  office  September  13, 1S33  and  signed 
by  the  register  it  was  designated  as  section  35ete.j  that  the  tract  books 
ot  yonr  office  ^'show  that  said  section  is  reserved  to  satisfy  this  claim" 
and  that  the  receiver  at  Nachitoches,  by  letter  of  January  27, 1888,  re- 
ports that  the  said  section  is  entered  in  the  tract  book  as  ^'  purchased 
by  Jno.  Mayhew    ....    Asa  Hickman,  assignee." 

In  the  tract  books  of  your  office  opposite  said  section  35,  is  entered 
the  said  claim  of  Asa  Hickman  and  also  another  claim  of  like  nature 
by  William  Hickman. 

The  receiver  at  Nachitoches  in  his  said  letter  of  January  27, 1888,  in 
resi>onse  to  your  office  instructions  to  report  the  status  of  said  section 
35,  reports  further  that  on  the  township  map  the  claim  of  **•  VViiliBm 
Hickman  "  is  marked  upon  the  said  section  and  that  the  same  claim  is 
entered  in  a  list  of  Bio  Hondo  claims  on  file  in  the  Nachitoches  office 
as  embracing  the  whole  of  section  35.  It  also  appears  from  said  letter 
and  from  the  records  of  your  office  that  a  patent  certificate  No.  107 
dated  April  21, 1853,  for  said  section  35  has  been  issued  in  favor  of 
William  Hickman. 

Subsequently  to  his  appeal  the  applicant  filed — under  rule  one  hun- 
dred of  practice — certain  papers  as  additional  evidence.  Among  the 
papers  thus  filed  I  find  a  certified  copy  of  the  township  plat  approved 
July  14, 1832,  on  file  in  the  surveyor-general's  office;  a  certified  copy 
of  sections  23,  27,  34  and  35  ^'  as  taken  from  the  map  of  said  township 
approved  July  17, 1832^  on  file  in  the  land  office  at  Kachitoches,  and  a 
certified  copy  of  an  extract  from  the  original  field  notes  of  Ihe  survey 
of  said  township,  that  have  been  approved  and  which  are  on  file  in  the 
surveyor-general's  office. 

On  both  of  the  maps  referred  to  '^  Asa  Hickman "  is  marked  upon 
the  south  half  of  sections  26  and  27,  and  ^^  William  Hickman" on  section 
35.  The  field  notes  mentioned  are  those  of  the  deputy  surveyor  who  in 
July  1832  ran  the  interior  sectional  lines  of  said  township,  and  who 
with  reference  to  the  line  between  sections  26  and  35  stated  that  ^'  Asa 
Hickman  "  claims  section  26  and  '^  William  Hickman"  section  35. 

The  evidence  concerning  the  location  of  the  claim  in  question  seems 
therefore  to  be  the  said  patent  certificate  to  Asa  Hickman,  and  the 
tract  books  referred  to  showing  the  location  of  the  claim  involved  to  be 
on  said  section  35,  the  township  plats  and  the  surveyor's  notes  which 
tend  to  show  that  it  was  located  on  sections  26  and  27,  the  certificate 
of  the  local  officers,  and  the  statement  of  the  surveyor-general  to  the 
effect  that  it  has  not  been  located  at  all. 

In  the  report  of  the  register  and  receiver  at  Opelousas  supra,  the 
claim  involved,  to  wit,  that  of  Asa  Hickman  is  thus  described  '^  bounded 
at>ove  by  other  land  claimed  by  the  claimant,  on  other  sides  by  vacant 
land."  By  the  same  report  the  said  claim  of  William  Hickman,  also 
for  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  is  described  as  '<  situated  on  the  Bayou 
Santaburb  bounded  on  the  lower  side  by  land  claimed  by  WillianrCum- 
mings.    Am.  State  Papers,  Vol.  4,  p.  49,  No.  107. 
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Ou  the  township  plat  (filed  as  aforesaid)  iu  the  surveyor  general's 
office,  section  16  is  marked  '^  Woi.  Hickman  ^  and  a  house  is  sketched 
thereon.  The  land  in  section  21  immediately  adjoining  16  on  the  south 
or  by  which  it  is  ^^  bounded  on  the  lower  side  "  is  marked  ^^  Williams  Gum- 
mings."  On  the  same  plat  the  south  half  of  section  26  adjoining  sec- 
tion 35  on  the  north  or  by  which  that  section  (35)  is  '<  bounded  above  " 
is  marked  Asa  Hickman. 

When  therefore  the  said  boundaries  of  the  claim  involved  and  of  the 
William  Hickman  claim^  as  given  by  the  commissioners  before  whom 
was  produced  the  original  evidence  upon  which  both  claims  are  based, 
are  considered  in  connection  with  the  township  plat  in  the  surveyor 
general's  office,  it  seems  clear  that  the  true  loca  tion  of  the  claim  in 
question  tc»  be  as  shown  by  the  patent  certificate  to  Asa  Hickman  and 
by  the  tract  books  of  your  office,  i.  e.,  on  the  sai  d  section  35.  And  also 
that  the  marking  of  William  Hickman's  claim  upon  said  section  35,  and 
the  issue  of  a  patent  certificate  in  his  name  for  the  same  section  in  1853 
were  erroneous. 

The  2d  section  of  the  confirmatory  act  of  1828,  supra  provides  that 
claims  confirmed  thereby  shall  be  located  ''under  the  direction  of  the 
register  and  receiver  ....  in  conformity  with  the  legal  subdi- 
visions of  the  public  surveys  and  shall  include  the  improvements  of  the 
claimants  respectively." 

On  the  said  township  plat  in  the  surveyor  general's  office,  a  house  is 
marked  as  being  upon  the  other  land  of  Asa  Hickman  in  section  26, 
while  no  improvements  are  marked  on  section  35.  Counsel  contend 
that  the  improvements  of  Asa  Hickman  upon  the  claim  involved,  being 
tlius  shown  to  have  been  on  section  26,  it  was  error  to  hold  that  it  had 
been  located  on  section  35.  The  fact  that  an  improvement  is  noted  on 
the  a<\joining  land  of  the  claimant,  by  no  means  shows  that  his  im- 
provements upon  the  claim  in  question  had  been  disregarded  in  locating 
the  same.  Counsel  contend  that  as  the  confirmatory  act  of  1828,  supra^ 
provided  for  the  location  of  the  claim  in  question, ''  under  the  direction 
of  the  register  and  receiver,"  the  patent  certificate  to  Asa  Hickman  ex- 
ecated  by  the  register  alone  is  not  proper  proof  of  the  location  of  the 
clains. 

In  support  of  this  contention  several  cases  are  cited  wherein  certifi- 
cates having  been  issued  by  the  register,  your  office,  before  issuing 
patents  under  section  2447,  Ite\'ised  Statutes,  act  of  December  22, 1854, 
10  Stat,  599,  required  the  local  officers  to  issue  their  joint  certificate  of 
location  nune  pro  tunc. 

In  this  connection  I  am  advised  that  the  files  of  your  office  contain  a 
considerable  number  of  '^  patent"  certificates  for  claims  confirmed  by 
the  act  of  1828  that  have  been  transmitted  by  the  local  officers  in  the 
regular  course  of  business,  but  that  said  files  contain  but  few  *'  loca- 
tion "  or  "  final "  certificates. 

These  locations  or  final  certificates  are,  in  most  instances  shown  to 
hav^e  been  filed  by  or  for  the  respective  claimants* 
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It  thus  appears  that  In  locating  tbe  claims  so  confirmed  the  custom 
of  the  local  office  was  to  issue  to  the  party  applicant  as  his  evidence  of 
title  a  location  or  final  certificate  whereby  the  confirmation  and  loca-. 
tion  of  his  claim  were  duly  set  forth  and  to  transmit  for  the  files  of  your 
office  a  certificate  showing  their  action  in  premises.  The  certificate  so 
transmitted  was,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  patent  certificate. 

But  the  confirmatory  act  of  1828  supra^  made  no  provision  for  the 
patenting  of  claims  confirmed  thereby,  and  no  such  provision  was  made 
until  the  act  of  December  1854  svpra.  As  no  patent  could  have  been 
legally  issued  upon  patent  certificates  transmitted  before  the  date  of 
the  last  named  act  it  follows  that  such  certificates  were-  forwarded  for 
the  information  of  your  office. 

The  final  or  location  certificate  that  was  undoubtedly  issued  to  Asa 
Hickman  for  the  claim  involved  is  not  in  the  record.  But  that  such 
certificate  was  duly  issued  and  the  claim  involved  properly  located,  can 
not  in  the  face  of  the  said  certificate  bearing  date  but  little  more  than 
five  years  after  the  act  of  1828,  whereby  the  register  certifies  to  your 
office  the  location  of  the  same,  and  which  location  corresponds  with  the 
description  upon  which  the  claim  was  confirmed,  at  this  time  be  sue- 
cessfully  controverted. 

For  reasons  stated  I  must  find  that  the  claim  in  question  was  located 
upon  the  said  section  35  on  or  before  September  13, 1833,  the  date  of 
the  patent  certificate  to  Asa  Hickman. 

The  said  claim  having  been  so  located,  it  follows  that  the  same  was 
not  unsatisfied  at  the  date  of  the  act  of  June  2, 1858  supra^  under 
which  indemnity  is  asked. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


MINING  CLAIM-ADVERSE  PROCEEDINGS. 

Brov^tn  et  al.  V.  Bond  et  al. 

The  local  office  has  no  authority  to  allow  a  mineral  entry  dnring  the  pendency  of 
adverse  judicial  proceedings. 

The  failure  of  an  agent,  who  files  an  adverse  claim,  to  furnish  therewith  proof  in 
corroboration  of  his  sworn  statement  of  authority,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of 
the  adverse  claimant  to  have  the  controversy  settled  by  judicial  proceedinga. 

Secretary  Ifoble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  July 

2, 1890. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Department  upon  the  appeal  of  app]i> 
cants  from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  October  17, 1880,  holding  for 
cancellation  mineral  entiy  No.  133,  Glen  wood  Springs,  Colorado,  made 
by  David  B.  0.  Brown  and  associates  for  the  Franklin  Lode  claim, 
Pitkin  county,  Colorado,  alleging  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  Error  in  finding  from  the  record  that  J.  W.  Deaue  was  the  duly  authorizeil 
agent  or  attorney  in  fact  of  the  Rhoderic  Dhu  lodo  claimants,  or  either  of  them,  for 
the  purpose  of  filing  the  adverse  claim. 
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2.  Error  ia  finding  from  tbe  record  that  any  adverae  claim  was  filed  against  the 
Franklin  lode  claim  during- the  period  of  pnblioatiou  of  notice  of  an  application  for 
a  patent  therefor,  or  at  any  other  time. 

.  3.  Error  in  finding  that  the  owners  of  the  Bhoderic  Dhu  lode  claim  were  entitled 
to  any  notice  of  the  rejection  of  their  so-called  adverse  claim  or  of  the  action  of  the 
register  and  receiver  in  allowing  the  entry  of  the  Franklin  claim. 

4.  Error  in  holding  the  entry  of  the  Franklin  claim  for  cancellation  on  the  law 
and  the  evidence  of  the  case. 

The  application  was  filed  Angast  2,  1887,  and  within  the  period  of 
sixty  days  of  publication  required  by  law  an  adverse  claim  was  filed 
by  J.  W.  Deane,  Esq.,  alleging,  under  oath,  that  he  is  the  legal  repre- 
sentative of  the  owners  of  the  Eoderick  Dhu  lode  claim,  which  con- 
flicts with  the  Franklin. 

The  material  issue  presented  by  this  appeal  is,  whether  an  adverse 
claim  was  filed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  law  and  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Department  governing  such  claims.  If  it  were, 
then  the  local  Officers  were  without  jurisdiction  to  allow  an  entry  upon 
the  application,  because  the  filing  of  such  an  adverse  claim  by  opera- 
tion of  its  own  force  stays  all  proceedings,  except  the  publication  of 
notice  and  making  and  filing  of  afiQdavit  thereof,  until  the  controversy 
shall  be  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  the  adverse 
claim  waived.    Bevised  Statutes,  section  2326. 

The  record  shows  that  notice  of  the  application  for  patent  was 
published  in  a  weekly  newspaper,  consecutively,  from  August  6, 1887, 
the  date  of  the  first  insertion,  to  October  8, 1887,  the  date  of  the  last. 
The  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Department  required  that  in  all  cases 
sixty  days  must  intervene  between  the  first  and  last  insertion  of  the 
notice,  and  that  when  published  in  a  weekly  paper  ten  consecutive  in- 
sertions are  necessary.  In  this  case  the  sixty  days  of  publication  did 
not  expire  until  October  6,  and  hence  an  adverse  claim  filed  on  October 
5,  was  within  the  time  required  by  law. 

The  adverse  claim  filed  by  Deane,  as  attorney  for  the  Eoderick  Dhu 
claimants,  was  endorsed  by  the  register,  ''  filed  October  5, 1887,''  and 
was  included  in  the  abstract  of  adverse  claims  received  from  that  office 
during  the  month  of  October,  1887,  and  for  which  the  legal  fee  required 
for  filing  adverse  claims  was  collected  and  accounted  for.  It  is  there- 
fore evident  that  the  claim  was  filed  within  the  time  required  by  law. 

The  only  ground  upon  which  the  local  officers  allowed  the  entry  of 
the  Franklin  lode  claim  seems  to  have  been,  because  the  adverse  claims 
"  were  signed  by  attorneys  without  showing  or  filing  proper  authority 
or  proof,"  in  conformity  with  the  law  and  circular  of  instructions  issued 
by  the  Department,  and  the  main  ground  of  error  alleged  by  applicants 
in  the  ilecision  of  your  office  is  in  reversing  this  finding  of  the  local  office, 
and  in  finding  that  Deane  was  the  duly  authorized  agent  or  attorney  in 
fact  of  the  Roderick  Dhu  Lode  claimants,  or  either  of  them,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  filing  the  adverse  claim. 
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The  act  of  April  26,  1882  (22  Stat,  49),  provides: 

That  th6  adverse  claim  required  by  section  twenty-three  hnndred  and  twenty-six 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  may  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  any  dnly  anthorized  agent  or 
attorney-in-fact  of  the  adverse  claimant  cognizant  of  the  facts  stated. 

Ou  May  9,  1882,  the  Department  issued  a  circular  of  instractioiis  to 
registers  and  receivers,  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  said  act  (L 
L.  D.,  685),  in  which  it  is  directed  that— 

Where  an  agent  or  attorney-in-fact  verifies  the  adveme  claim,  he  mnst  distinctly 
swear  that  he  is  such  agent  or  attorney,  and  accompany  his  affidavit  by  proof  thereof. 

The  adverse  claim  filed  by  Deane  on  October  6, 1887  (No.  70),  pur- 
ports to  be  **  in  behalf  of  George  Bond,  D.  M.  Van  Hoevenbergh  and 
other  owners  of  the  Eoderick  Dhu  lode  mining  claim,  and  for  them  and 
as  their  legal  representatives."  The  nature,  boundaries  and  extent  of 
said  adverse  claim  were  fully  set  forth,  as  required  by  law,  and  the  ab- 
stract of  title  of  the  Boderick  Dhu  lode  claim  and  the  adverse  plat  show- 
ing conflict  between  said  claite  and  the  Franklin  lode  claim  were  filed 
as  exhibits  thereto,  to  which  reference  was  made. 

In  verifying  the  protest,  Deane  swears : 

That  he  is  the  attorney  and  legal  representative  of  the  adverse  claimants,  above 
named,  in  this  protest  and  adverse  claim  above  sabscribed  by  him  because  he  is  fa- 
miliar with  the  facts  and  represents  owners  whose  addresses  are  not  at  present  known 
and  whose  rights  in  the  premises  it  is  necessary  to  protect.  That  he  ha«  read  the 
same  and  knows  the  contents  thereof.  That  the  same  is  trae  in  substance  and  in  fact, 
and  that  this  adverse  claim  is  made  in  good  faith  and  to  protect  a  better  and  prior 
title. 

On  the  day  said  claim  was  filed ,  the  register  of  the  United  States 
land  office  at  Glen  wood  Springs,  Colorado,  addressed  the  following  let- 
ter to  Oeorge  Bond  and  D.  M.  Van  Hoevenbergh : — 

Yon  are  hereby  notified  that  your  adverse  and  protest  No.  70  "  Bhoderick  Dha  " 
veins  M.,  application  No.  143,  survey  No.  4632,  Franklin  lode,  D.  R.  C.  Brown  et  al., 
claimants,  has  been  this  day  filed  in  the  records  of  this  ofi&ce. 

You  are  also  notified  that  you  will  be  required  to  commence  proceedings  within 
thirty  days  in  a  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  of  right  of 
possession,  and  prosecute  the  same  with  reasonable  diligence  to  final  judgment,  fail- 
ing to  do  which  your  adverse  will  be  considered  waived,  and  the  application  of  sur- 
vey 4632  for  patent  be  allowed. 

On  November  1,  1887,  the  adverse  claimants  instituted  in  the  dis- 
trict court  for  the  county  of  Pitkin,  State  of  Colorado,  suit  in  support 
of  their  adverse  claim  as  owners  of  the  Eoderick  Dhu  mining  claim  ' 
against  the  Franklin  Mining  Company  and  others  as  claimants  and 
applicants  tbr  patent  of  the  Franklin  lode  mining  claim,  and  on  August 
SO,  1889,  the  clerk  of  said  court  certified  that  said  suit  is  still  pending  and 
undetermined  in  said  court  It  was  after  the  institution  of  said  suit  that 
the  entry  was  allowed.  Subsequently,  the  owners  of  the  Rhoderick  Dhu 
lode  mining  claim,  through  their  attorney  filed  a  petition  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  alleging  that  on  October  5,  1887,  *<  J. 
W.  Deane,  Esq.,  was  the  agent,  attorney  and  legal  representative  of  D.  M. 
Yau  Hoevenbergh  and  others,  owners  of  the  Bhoderick  Dhu  lode  min> 
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ing  claim,  and  as  such  filed  a  protest  in  the  laud  office  at  Glen  wood 
Spriugs,  Colorado,  protesting  against  the  issuance  of  a  patent  or  re- 
ceiver's receipt  to  the  owners  of  the  Franklin  lode  mining  claim  for  that 
lode."  The  petitioners  prayed  that  ^^  they  may  be  granted  a  hearing 
before  some  competent  officer  as  to  the  matter  and  things  set  up  in  this 
petition,  and  that  the  receiver's  receipt  heretofore  issued  to  the  Frank- 
lin lode  mining  claim  be  held  for  cancellation  and  that  your  petitioners 
be  permitted  to  file  a<1ditional  proof  of  the  agency  of  said  J.  W.  Deane, 
who  filed  the  protest  herein."  This  petition  was  verified  by  the  affida- 
vit 0^  H.  T.  Tissington,  one  of  the  owners  of  said  Bhoderick  Dhu  claim, 
made  in  behalf  of  himself  and  Van  Hoevenbergh,  Bond,  and  other 
owners,  in  which  he  stated  that  the  contents  of  said  petition  were 
known  to  him,  and  that  ^*  the  same  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge,  except 
as  to  those  matters  which  are  therein  stated  upon  information  and  be- 
lief, and  as  to  them  he  believes  it  to  be  true." 

The  petition  in  this  case  and  the  affidavits  and  papers  filed  in  support 
thereof  show  that  Deane  was  in  fact  the  duly  authorized  agent  and  at- 
torney ^f  the  owners  of  the  Boderick  Dhu  lode  claim  on  October  5, 
1887,  with  authority  to  file  the  adverse  claim  for  said  owners,  and  he 
had  under  the  law  authority  to  verify  it,  if  cognizant  of  the  facts  stated. 
But  the  contention  of  the  applicants  for  patent  is  that  the  statute  con- 
templates that  the  direct  and  specific  authority  to  act  in  the  particular 
matter  must  exist  and  appear  at  the  time  of  the  filing.  To  this  it  may 
be  replied,  that  such  authority  did  in  fact  exist,  and  substantially  ap- 
pear at  the  time  of  filing  of  the  adverse  claim.  That  part  of  the  rules 
and  regnlations  of  the  Department  which  requires  that  <<  where  an  agent 
or  attorney  in  fact  verifies  the  adverse  claim,  he  must  distinctly  swear 
that  he  is  such  agent  or  attorney,"  was  complied  with  by  Deane  when 
he  filed  the  protest,  alleging  under  oath  <Hhat  he  is  the  attorney  and 
legal  representative  of  the  adverse  claimants  above  named  in  this  protest 
and  adverse  claim",  and  the  only  omission  was  in  failing  to  comply  with 
the  remaining  requirements  of  the  rule,  to  wit :  '^  and  accompany  his 
affidavit  by  proof  thereof."  That  he  was  such  agent  subsequently  ap- 
pears by  tlie  affidavit  of  one  of  the  owners  to  the  petition  herein,  which 
was  not  the  ratification  of  an  unauthorized  act  of  Deane,  but  proof  of 
the  fact  that  authority  did  exist  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  adverse. 
So  that  the  sole  question  is,  whether  the  failure  of  an  agent  to  file  ac- 
companying proof,  in  corroboration  of  his  affidavit,  as  required  by  the 
rules,  will  defeat  the  right  of  the  adverse  claimant  to  have  the  contro- 
versy settled  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

The  act  merely  requires  that  the  adverse  claim  "  may  be  verified  by 
the  oath  of  any  duly  authorized  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  of  the  adverse 
claimant  cognizant  of  the  facts  stated,"  and  it  is  only  by  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  Department  that  he  is  required  to  make  affidavit  that 
he  is  the  agent  and  attorney,  and  to  accompany  his  affidavit  with  proof 
thereof 
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While  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  the  power  to  establish  rules 
and  regulations  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  which  have  all 
the  force  and  effect  of  law,  if  not  in  contravention  of  it,  yet  the  failure 
to  comply  with  the  technical  requirements  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
was  a  mere  irregularity,  and  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  claimant  to 
have  the  controversy  settled  by  the  appropriate  tribunal,  if  he  has  com- 
plied with  the  statute. 

The  material  question  is,  whether  the  person  filing  the  adverse  claim 
was  in  fact  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  persons  for  whom  he  pur- 
ported to  act. 

Besides,  the  local  officers  notified  the  claimant  on  the  day  the  adverse 
claim  was  presented,  that  it  had  been  filed  with  the  records  of  that  of- 
fice, and  they  were  notified  and  required  to  commence  proceedings 
within  thirty  days  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
question  of  right  of  possession,  and  to  prosecute  said  claim  to  final  judg- 
ment, and  upon  failure  to  do  so  the  adverse  claim  would  be  considered 
waived  and  the  application  for  patent  be  allowed.  Acting  upon  this 
notification,  the  adverse  claimants  commenced  their  suit  in  the  proper 
district  court  within  thirty  days  and  three  days  before  the  entry  was 
allowed  by  the  local  officers.  This  removed  from  the  land  office  for  the 
time  being  all  jurisdiction  in  the  premises,  and  any  action  taken  by 
them  afterwards  was  void  and  of  no  effect. 

In  the  case  of  Reed  v.  Iloyt,  1  L.  D.,  603,  which  was  a  case  where  an 
adverse  claim  of  Silas  Reed  against  an  application  for  a  mine  in  Utah 
was  rejected  by  Commissioner  McFarland,  because  sworn  to  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  Secretary  Teller  said  that: — 

Afi  it  appears,  however,  tbat  suit  was  commenced  on  tbis  claim  within  the  required 
time,  and  is  now  pending,  I  am  unwilling,  upon  technical  reasons,  to  interpose 
objections  to  an  adjudication  of  the  claim  by  the  appropriate  tribunal. 

In  McMaster's  case,  2  L.  D.,  706,  it  was  held  by  Secretary  Teller  that : 

Although  section  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes  requires  that  *^  an  adverse  claim  shall 
be  upon  oath  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,"  aud  the  present  claim 
was  filed  upon  the  oath  of  their  attorney  only,  aiid  although  yourdeciHion  dismissing 
the  adverse  claim  became  final  against  such  claimants  for  want  of  appeal  so  far  an 
respects  proceedings  in  the  Land  Department,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim 
having  acquired  a  status  in  the  courts,  the  question  of  its  regularity  and  validity 
should  be  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and  that  pending  the  proceeding  Ibis 
Department  should  take  no  action  therein. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  application  in  this  case  was  made  under 
the  act  of  May  10, 1872,  which  required  the  adverse  claim  to  be  veri> 
tied  by  the  oath  of  the  claimants  themselves,  and  an  agent  was  not 
authorized  to  verify  it. 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Meyer  et  al.  v.  Hyman,  7  L.  D.,  83,  it  was  held 
by  Secretary  Vilas  that  an  entry  allowed  prior  to  the  final  disposition 
of  adverse  proceedings  must  be  canceled,  where  it  appears  that  suvM 
adverse  claim  is  still  undetermined.  See  also  Eichmond  Mining  Com- 
pany V,  liose,  114  U.  S.,  676. 
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All  of  the  qaestioQS  herein  presented  can  be  determined  by  the  court 
in  wbich  the  salt  on  the  adverse  is  pending,  and  that  court  having  ac- 
quired jurisdiction  of  the  case  prior  to  the  allowance  of  the  entry,  it 
was  therefore  improvidently  allowed,  and  the  decision  of  your  office 
holding  it  for  cancellation  is  affirmed. 

[Note  :  An  application  for  the  recall  of  this  decision  was  denied  by 
Secretary  Noble,  August  5, 1890.] 


DESEKT  L,AND  ENTRY— APPLJCATION. 

Jacob  P.  Oswald. 

The  failure  of  an  applicant  for  desert  land  to  show  personal  knowledge  of  the  laud 
entered,  does  not  call  for  cancellation,  if  the  entry  was  allowed  in  accordance 
with  existing  pcact ice  which  did  not  require  such  showing  on  the  part  of  the 
applicant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 

4,  1890. 

With  your  letter  of  July  6,  1889,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of  Jacob 
P.  Oswald  from  your  office  decision  of  February  15,  1889,  holding  for 
cancellation  his  desert  land  entry  "So.  460,  made  July  13, 1887,  for  the 
W.  i  NE.  J,  Sec.  26,  T.  44  K.,  R.  98  W.,  Evanston,  Wyoming. 

It  apx)ears  that  Oswald  is  a  citizen  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and  that 
his  declaration  for  said  entry  was  executed  in  that  city  June  17,  1887. 
It  was  forwarded  to  the  local  land  office,  accompanied  by  two  affidavits 
made  by  Jay  L.  Torrey  and  James  T.  McGinnis,  who  testified  from  per- 
sonal knowledge  and  observation  that  they  had  frequently  passed  over 
the  land,  and  that  the  same  'Ms  desert  land'' — the  affidavits  being 
otherwise  in  regular  form  and  containing  the  usual  averments  required 
of  witnesses  in  desert  land  entries. 

The  register  and  receiver  permitted  the  entry,  and  issued  th6  usual' 
certificate  on  the  payment  of  tjje  twenty-five  cents  per  acre. 

The  declaration  of  claimant  stated  :  ''  that  I  became  acquainted  with 
said  land  by  representations  of  parties  well  acquainted  therewith." 

By  your  office  letter  of  November  22,  1887,  you  directed  the  local 
officers  to  inform  the  claimant  '^  that  he  must  furnish  within  sixty  days 
from  notice  a  supplemental  affidavit  fully  setting  forth  his  personal  in- 
spection of  each  subdivision  of  the  land  and  his  knowledge  of  the  char- 
acter thereof  being  desert,  in  default  of  which  his  entry  will  be  held 
for  cancellation." 

On  January  7, 1888,  Mr.  P.  A.  Torrey,  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  the  at- 
torney for  claimant,  addressed  a  communication  to  your  office,  in  which 
he  says : — 

It  1*8  no  relief  to  say  that  they  (referring  to  eight  claimants,  including  claimant 
herein,)  are  allowed  sixty  days  to  obtain  personal  Icnowledge  of  the  land  and  submit 
proofs  needed,  for  these  men  can  not  leave  their  daily  work  for  the  purpose  or  afTord 
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the  expense  counected  therewith.  As  these  men  do  not  now  possess  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  character  of  the  land  in  qaestion  and  can  not  obtain  it  on  possible  terms, 
and  since  it  is  perfectly  evident  that  tbey  perfo  rmed  to  the  letter  and  the  spirit  their 
part  of  the  implied  agreement,  I  earnestly  beg  on  their  behalf  that  the  decision  of 
the  Honorable  Commissioner  in  these  cases  be  i-econsidered  and  the  entries  allowed 
to  stand. 

On  February  13, 1888,  you  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  Mr.  Torrey's 
letter,  and  declined  to  reconsider  your  requirement  that  claimant  should 
have  persona]  knowledge  of  the  desert  character  of  the  land  before 
entry,  citing  as  authority  the  case  of  Matthew  J.  Byrnes,  decided  by 
Assistant  Commissioner  Stockslager  July  20, 1886(13  G.  L.  O.,  108). 

After  due  notice,  and  on  failure  to  meet  your  office  requirement,  you 
held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

The  errors  assigned  are  the  following : 

1.  The  ruling  appealed  from  is  not  in  accord  with  the  established 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Department. 

2.  It  is  not  in  accord  with  the  act  of  Congress  relating  to  the  recla- 
mation of  desert  lands. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  desert  lands 
in  certain  States  and  Territories,  approved  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat, 
377),  is  as  follows: 

That  all  lands,  exclusive  of  timber  lands  and  mineral  lauds,  which  will  not  with- 
out irrigation  produce  some  agricultural  crop,  shall  he  deemed  desert  lands  within 
the  meaning  of  this  act  which  fact  shall  he  ascertained  hy  proof  of  two  or  more  cred- 
ible witnesses  under  oath,  whose  affidavits  shall  be  filed  in  the  land  office  in  which 
said  tract  of  land  may  be  situated. 

Section  3  of  said  act  provides  that  the  determination  of  what  may 
be  considered  desert  land  shall  be  subject  to  the  decision  and  regulation 
of  the  Gommissiouer  of  the  General  Land  Office* 

There  is  nothing  in  the  act  requiring  applicants  to  have  a  personal 
knowledge  of  the  desert  character  of  the  land ;  but  it  does  require  that 
such  desert  character  shall  be  ascertained  by  ^* proof  of  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses."  But  the  determiuation  of  what  may  be  considered 
desert  land  <<  shall  be  subject  to  the  decision  and  regulation  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office." 

By  a  general  circular  issued  by  Gommissiouer  Sparks  and  approved 
June  27, 1887  (5  L.  D.,  708),  applicants  for  desert  lands  were  required 
"hereafter"  to  have  a  personal  knowledge  of  lands  intended  to  be 
entered.  That  the  required  affidavit  could  not  be  made  by  an  agent, 
nor  "  upon  information  and  belief,"  but  must  be  made  from  a  personal 
examination  of  the  lands.  But  it  was  provided  in  that  circular  that 
"Nothing  herein  will  be  construed  to  have  a  retroactive  effect  in  cases 
where  the  official  regulations  of  this  department  in  force  at  the  date 
of  entry  were  complied  with."  This  circular  was  mailed  to  the  local 
land  office  on  July  15,  1887,  and  August  1,  thereafter,  was  fixed  as  the 
date  when  its  requirements  should  take  effect,  a  reasonable  time  being 
allowed  for  its  transmission  and  promulgation.  See  circular  approved 
December  3, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  672). 
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Prior  to  Jnne  27, 1887,  and  certainly  up  to  September  1, 1884,  it  was 
not  the  practice  of  your  office  to  require  applicants  for  desert  lands  to 
have  a  personal  knowledge  of  their  desert  character.  See  letter  of 
Commissioner  McFarland  in  case  of  Fritz  W.  Gaenis  et  ah,  September 
1, 1884,  addressed  to  the  local  office  at  Evanston,  Wyoming. 

Un  Jaly  20, 1886,  in  the  case  of  Matthew  J.  Byrnes,  8upra^  Assistant 
Commissioner  Stockslager  decided  that  '<  the  desert  land  act  contem- 
plated that  persons  entering  land  thereunder  shall  have  a  personal 
knowledge  of  the  land  they  propose  to  enter,  obtained  from  an  examina- 
tion of  each  and  every  legal  subdivision  thereof,  which  fact  must  be 
set  forth  in  the  declaration." 

But  I  am  unable  to  find  that  such  a  construction  or  interpretation  of 
the  act  was  ever  prior  to  that  time  given,  and  then  only  applied  to  the 
Byrnes  case,  at  the  Yisalia,  California,  land  office ;  nor  was  such  in- 
terpretation ever  of  general  force  or  the  public  advised  of  the  new  re- 
quirement, until  August  1,  1887,  the  date  when  the  general  circular  of 
Jnne  27,  1887,  supraj  took  effect,  and  it  expressly  provided  that  such 
construction  was  not  to  have  a  ^^  retroactive  effect." 

The  claimant  herein  made  his  application  July  13, 1887 ;  such  appli- 
cation was  made  in  accordance  with  existing  regulations,  which  did  not 
then  require  an  applicant  for  desert  lands  to  have  a  personal  knowledge 
of  the  same,  and  his  application  was  properly  allowed.  James  How- 
man  (8  L.  D.,  408). 

I  therefore  direct  that  the  entry  be  allowed,  subject  to  future  com- 
pliance with  the  law. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  reversed. 


BAILBOAI>  GRANT- CONFLICTING  ENTRY-SWAMP  SELECTION. 

St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  Ry.  Oo. 

Land  covered  by  an  entry  at  date  of  definite  location  is  excepted  thereby  from  the 
operation  of  the  graot,  and  the  snbseqaent  cancellation  of  the  entry  does  not 
i^ect  the  status  of  the  land  under  the  grant. 

The  act  of  July  28,  1866,  reviving  ^he  grant  of  Febrnary  9,  1853,  was  not  a  new  dona- 
tion of  lands  included  within  the  limits  of  the  original  grant,  but  a  waiver  of  the 
right  of  the  government  to  insist  upon  the  t-erms  of  reversion  contained  in  said 
grant. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  grant,  that  '*  any  and  all  lauds  reserved  to  the  United 
States  by  any  act  of  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal 
improvement,  or  in  any  manner  for  any  purpose  whatsoever,  be  and  the  same  are 
hereby  reserved  to  the  United  States  from  the  operation  of  this  act,''  lands  covered 
hj  prima  fade  valid  swamp  selections  at  the  date  when  said  grant  becomes  effect- 
ivo  are  excepted  therefrom. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Atig^iist 

4, 1890. 

The  appeal  of  the  St.  Loais,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  Eailroad 
Company  from  the  decision  of  your  ofQce^  dated  April  11,  1888,  reject- 
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ing  its.claim  to  the  lands  hereinafter  described  is  before  me  for  consid- 
eration. 

The  company  claims  said  land  under  the  act  of  February  9, 1853  (10 
Stats.,  155),  as  revived  and  extended  by  the  act  of  July  28, 1866  (14 
Stats.,  338),  granting  to  the  States  of  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  respect- 
ively, certain  lands  to  aid  in  making  a  railroad  from  a  point  on  the 
Mississippi  river,  opposite  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  river,  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  by  the  way  of  Little  Rock,  to  the  Texas  boundary  line,  near 
Fulton  in  Arkansas,  together  with  certain  branches  therein  designated. 

It  appears  that  the  line  of  road  was  definitely  located  August  11, 
1855,  and  consequently  that  the  claim  of  the  company  then  attached  to 
tlie  lands  in  place,  granted  by  the  original  act. 

The  additional  lands  in  place,  granted  by  the  act  of  July  28,  1866, 
were  reserved  by  the  act  from  all  future  appropriation  to  any  other  pur- 
pose than  that  therein  contemplated,  and  the  claim  of  the  company  at- 
tached thereto  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act. 

On  May  31, 1881,  as  appears  from  your  office  decision,  the  said  com- 
pany "  listed  "  the  SE.  J  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  6,  T.  2  N.,  R.  14  W.,  and,  on  Jan- 
uary  7,  1882,  the  following  described  tracts,  to  wit: — 

SE.  i  SW.  i,  Sec.  IS,  T.  16  N..  R.  3  E., 
SW.  i  "      12  "  18  "     "  3  *• 

W.  i  SE.  i,  "  20  "  19  *»  "  4  <• 
SW.iNW.  ir,  "  22  "  16  "  "  1  *' 
LotSofNW.  i      30  *»     3  ■•'     "  9  " 

in  the  Little  Rock  land  district,  Arkansas,  within  the  six  miles  granted 
limits  of  said  act  of  February  9,  1853;  that  on  the  same  day  said  com- 
pany ^'  listed"  the  following  described  tracts,  situated  in  the  same  land 
district,  and  within  the  five  mile  additional  limits  granted  by  the  act  of 
July  28, 1866,  to  wit  :— 

NE.  i,  SW  i,  Sec.  3,  T.  14  N.,  R.  2  E., 

Lot8  2BU(l3ofNW.i,    "    31,    "     9**    *'2W., 

W.  iSW.i,    *'    23,    "    11  "    "  2  " 

NW.  i  &  NW.  iSW.i,    "      1,    "    16  "    "  2  *• 

W.ilot2NE.  i  "     3,    "    12  *'    "  4  " 

S.  ^  NE.  h    "    27,   "     3  "    "  y  « 

March  5, 1855,  one  Claiborne  Wright  entered  the  tract  first  described. 
This,  it  will  be  observed,  was  five  months  before  the  line  of  railroad  was 
definitely  located. 

June  15, 1858,  Wright's  said  entry  was  canceled,  and  the  purchase 
money  refunded. 

All  the  described  tracts,  except  the  one  entered  by  Wright-,  were, 
prior  to  August  11, 1855 — the  date  of  definite  location  of  road — selected 
by  the  State  of  Arkansas  as  swamp  lands.  The  State's  claim  to  these 
lands  under  the  swamp  land  act  was  rejected  by  your  office,  and  said 
selections  canceled  February  25,  1882.  As  one  of  said  tracts  was 
covered  by  Wright's  entry,  and  all  the  others  by  uuadjudicated  swamp 
selections  at  the  time  the  company's  claim  attairhed  to  the  lands  graiitetl 
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for  its  use,  your  office  held  that  they  were  thereby  excepted  from  said 
railroad  grants. 

The  company,  by  its  attorneys,  objects  to  said  decision,  and  assign 
error  therein  as  follows : 

Ist.  In  holding  that  the  said  SE.  i  of  SW.  ^  Seo.  6,  T.  2  N.,  R.  14  W.,  was  excepted 
from  said  company's  grant  by  the  entry  of  one  Claiborne  Wright  existing  at  date  of 
definite  location  of  the  line  of  road,  said  entry  having  been  canceled  long  before  the 
act  of  July  28, 18(36,  reviyiog  and  extending  said  grant. 

2nd.  In  holding  the  remainder  of  said  tracts  excepted  from  said  company's  grant 
by  an  alleged  selection  thereof  by  the  State  of  A^kans  as  nnder  the  prior  swamp  land 
grant  to  said  State:  (a)  Because  only  land  actually  swamp  or  so  found  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  are  within  the  exception  from  said  railroad  grant ;  (b)  The  claim 
of  the  State  nnder  such  swamp  grant  was  rejected  by  the  General  Land  Office  on 
March  15,  1881,  upon  the  formal  admission  of  record  made  by  the  State  that  said  lauds 
were  not  swamp  lauds,  and  the  want  of  record  proof  that  said  lands  were  in  fact 
swamp  or  overflowed  within  the  meaning  of  that  grant ;  (c)  The  lands  being  ad- 
mitted not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  swamp  laud  grant,  same  were  sub- 
ject to  disposal  by  Congress  and  lawfully  inure  to  this  company  under  the  grant 
made  to  it  by  Congress. 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  February  9, 1863,  provides : 

That  there  be  and  is  her  eby  granted  to  the  States  of  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  re- 
spectively, for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  making  the  railroad  and  branches  as  afore- 
said, within  their  respective  limits,  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by 
even  numbers,  for  six  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  road  and  branches ;  but 
in  case  it  shall  appear  that  the  United  States  have,  when  the  line  or  route  of  said 
road  is  definitely  fixed  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  sold  any  part  of  any  section  hereby 
granted,  or  that  the  right  of  pre-emption  has  attached  to  the  same,  then  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  agent  or  agents,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Governors  of  said  States,  to 
select,  subject  to  the  approval  aforesaid,  from  the  lauds  of  the  Uni  ted  States  most 
contiguous  to  the  tier  of  sections  above  specified,  so  much  land  in  alternate  sections 
or  parts  of  sections  as  shall  be  eqaal  to  such  lands  as  the  United  States  have  sold,  or 
to  which  the  right  of  pre-emption  has  attached  as  aforesaid,  which  lands,  being  equal 
in  quantity  to  one  half  of  six  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  road,  the  States  of 
Arkansas  and  Missouri  shall  have  and  hold  to  and  for  the  use  and  purpose  aforesaid : 
Provided,  That  the  lauds  to  be  located  shall  in  no  case  be  further  than  fifteen  miles 
from  the  line  of  the  road :  And  provided  further j  That  the  lands  hereby  granted  shall 
be  applied  in  the  construction  of  said  road,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  only  as  the  work 
progresses,  and  shall  be  applied  to  no  other  purpose  whatsoever :  And  provided  further, 
That  any  and  all  lands  reserved  to  the  United  States  by  any  act  of  Congress,  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  in  any  object  of  internal  improvement,  or  in  any  manner  for  any 
purpose  whatsoever,  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  reserved  to  the  United  States  from 
the  operation  of  this  act,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  found  necessary  to  locate  the 
routes  of  the  said  railroad  and  branches  through  such  reserved  lands. 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  July  28, 1866,  provides : 

That  the  *^  Act  granting  the  right  of  way  and  making  a  grant  of  land  to  the  States 
of  Arkansas  and  Missouri  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  from  a  point  upon 
the  Mississippi  opposite  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  river,  via  Little  Rock,  to  the  Texas 
boundary,  near  Fulton,  in  Arkansas,  with  branches  to  Fort  Smith  and  the  Mississippi 
River,"  approved  February  nine,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-three,  with  all  the  pro- 
visions therein  made,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby,  revived  and  extended  for  the  term 
of  ten  yenrs  from  the  parage  of  this  act;  and  all  the  lauds  therein  granted,  which 
reverted  to  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  be,  and  the  same  are 
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hereby,  restored  to  the  same  custody,  oontrol,  and  condition,  and  made  subject  to  the 
uses  and  trasts  in  all  respects  as  they  were  before  and  at  tlio  time  sucb  revcrttion  took 
effect." 

and  section  2  of  said  act  provides . 

That  there  is  hereby  granted,  added  to,  and  made  part  of  the  donation  of  lands 
hereby  renewed  and  made  subject  to  the  same  uses  and  trusts,  and  under  the  same 
custody,  control,  and  conditions,  and  to  be  held  and  disposed  of  In  the  same  manner 
as  if  included  in  the  original  grant,  all  tbe  alternate  sections  and  parts  of  sections, 
designated  by  odd  numbers,  lying  along  the  outer  line  of  lands  heretofore  granted,ani1 
witbin  five  miles  on  each  side  thereof,  excepting  lands  reserved  or  otherwise  appro- 
priated by  law,  or  to  which  the  right  of  pre-emption  or  homestead  settlement  has 
attached. 

The  statas  of  these  laads  when  the  grant  took  effect  must  determine 
whether  they  are  subject  thereto.  Keilson  v.  Northern  Pacific  K.  B.  Go. 
et  al    (9  L,  D.,402 ;)  Showell  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.     (10  id.,  167). 

As  for  the  tract  covered  by  tbe  entry  of  Wright,  it  is  clearly  ex- 
cepted from  the  original  grant  under  the  clause  in  the  act  of  1853,  pro- 
viding for  indemnity  iu  case  the  '^  United  States  have  when  the  line  or 
route  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed,  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  sold 
any  part  of  any  section  hereby  granted,  or  that  the  right  of  pre-emption 
has  attached  to  the  same,"  etc.  The  subsequent  cancellation  of  the 
entry  could  not  change  the  status  of  the  land,  or  operate  in  favor  of  the 
company  (Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Go.  v,  Kerry,  10  L.  D.,  290),  unless  it 
was  thereby  brought  within  the  grant  under  the  reviving  act  of  1866. 
An  examination  of  said  act  does  not,  however,  bear  out  this  theory. 

It  did  not  purport  to  grant  lands  that  were  excluded  fix>m  the  opera- 
tion of  the  former  act,  but  only  to  "  revive  ^  and  "  renew  ^  said  act "  with 
all  the  provisions  therein  made,''  for  the  further  period  of  ten  years.  It 
was  not  a  new  donation  of  the  lands  included  within  the  limits  of  the 
original  grant,  but  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  the  government  to  insist 
upon  the  terms  of  reversion  contained  in  said  grant.  Alabama  and 
Ghattanooga  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Clabourn,  6  L.  D.,  427. 

As  for  the  tracts  covered  by  the  swamp  selections,  the  provisions  in 
section  2  of  the  original  grant  *'  That  any  and  all  lands  reserved  to  die 
United  States  by  any  act  of  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  any 
object  of  internal  improvement,  or  in  any  manner  for  anypurpose^  what- 
soever,  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  reserved  to  the  United  States  from 
the  operation  of  this  act,"  works  an  exclusion  of  these  lands  from  the 
grant;  for  at  the  date  when  the  grant  became  effective,  both  within  the 
original  and  additional  limits,  said  lands  were  covered  hj  prima  facie 
valid  selections  under  the  swamp  grant.  The  words  of  exception  are 
broad  in  their  significance  and  leave  but  slight  room  for  construction. 
Lands  reserved  in  a^iy  manner  or  for  any  purpose  tchaisoever  are  ex- 
pressly excluded  from  the  grant.  In  the  administration  of  the  swamp 
grant  lands  formally  claimed  thereunder  must  of  necessity,  during  the 
pendency  of  such  claim  be  reserved  from  any  other  disposition,  and  this 
is  the  ruling  of  the  Department.  Starr  v.  State  of  Jklinnesota,  S  L.  D., 
644 ;  State  of  Oregon,  9  id.,  360. 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  161 

The  same  rule  has  been  applied  in  cases  ol*  indemnity  school  selec- 
tions, even  where  it  subsequently  transpired  that  the  selection  was  in- 
valid. Niveni?.  State  of  California,  6  L.  D.,  439;  Call  v.  Southern  Pa- 
cific E.  R.  Co.,  11  L.  D.,  49. 

The  same  effect  is  given  to  a  railroad  indemnity  selection,  it  being 
held  to  preclude  the  allowance  of  an  entry  for  the  land  covered  thereby. 
Rudolph  Nemitz,  7  L.  D.,  80.  It  would  therefore  appear  that  the  De- 
partment has  uniformly  construed  the  formal  assertion  of  a  claim  to  a 
particular  tract  of  land  under  a  congressional  grant  to  work  a  reserva- 
tion of  such  tract  during  the  pendency  of  such  claim.  Indeed  the  rec- 
ogDition  of  any  other  rule  would  frequently  operate  to  defeat  the  exe- 
ention  of  a  grant  in  accordance  with  its  terms. 

As  the  condition  of  the  lands  at  the  time  when  the  grant  becomes 
operative  determines  whether  they  are  included  therein,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  pending  swamp  selections  excluded  the  lands  covered  thereby 
from  the  oi>eration  of  this  grunt. 
The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


TIMBEB  CULTURE  CON  TEST- A  GENT. 

Davies  v.  Killgobe. 

A  timber  cnltare  entryman  who  entrusts  the  care  of  bfs  claim  to  ad  ageut  is  respon- 
sible for  the  negligence  of  said  ageut  in  performing  the  requisite  acts  of  conipli- 
ance  with  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OfficCj  Augttst  4,  1890. 

This  appeal  involves  timber-culture  entry  No.  5241,  made  by  Charles 
Killgore  October  2C,  1883,  for  the  W.  i  of  the  N  W.  J  and  the  W.  J  of  the 
SW.  t,  Sec.  6,  T.  14  N.,  R.  19  W.,  Grand  Island,  Nebraska. 

James  Davies  filed  affidavit  of  contest  November  10,  188G,  alleging 
that  *^  defendant  has  not  planted  or  caused  to  be  planted  to  trees,  seeds 
or  cuttings  five  acres  of  said  tract  from  date  of  eutry  up  to  November 
8, 1886.''  By  stipulation  the  testimony  was  taken  before  A.  R.  Samson, 
notary  public,  at  Broken  Bow,  Custer  County,  Nebraska.  Tliree  wit- 
nesses were  examined  by  contestant,  all  swearing  that,  up  to  November 
10,  1886,  no  seeds,  trees  or  cuttings  had  been  planted  on  the  land  em- 
braced in  the  entry.  No  witnesses  were  introduced  by  tlie  defendant, 
but  by  agreement  of  counsel  it  was  stipulated  that,  on  the  j)art  of  de- 
fendant, 

Charles  Killgore  will  swear  that  he  is  a  non-resident  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  and 
has  been  for  two  years  last  past;  that  when  leaving  for  Wvoniing  Tunitory,  two 
years  ago,  he  paid  William  Smiddy  to  attend  to  his  timber  claim  for  him,  and  agreed 
to  pay  him  for  doing  the  work  necessary  to  comply  with  the  timber-cultnre  law  the 
•am  of  twenty-five  dollars  per  year  and  that  he  has  paid  him  that  sam  for  the  past 

2497— VOL  11 11 


162  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

two  years,  and  farther  agreed  that  he  shoald  have  the  benefit  of  any  crop  that  should 
be  raised  on  the  broken  land  on  said  claim ;  also  that  said  William  Smiddy  woald 
swear  that  he  received  the  above  consideration,  and  agreed  to  attend  to  the  work 
and  arranged  for  all  the  work  to  be  done  np  to  the  time  of  planting  timber  on  said 
tract;  that  about  the  last  of  August  or  first  of  September,  1886,  himself  and  four 
other  men  went  on  to  the  tract  for  the  purpose  of  planting  box  elder  seeds  thereon, 
and  did  so  plant  five  acres  of  land  with  box  elder  seeds,  and  that  the  land  so  planted 
was  on  that  that  he  had  been  shown  as  being  on  Charles  Kilgore's  timber  claim,  and 
that  he  always  supposed  until  to-day,  the  day  of  hearing,  that  it  was  on  Kilgore*8 
timber  claim,  and  he  now  ascertains  that  said  seeds  were  planted  on  a  timber  claim 
adjoining  this  one  on  the  north,  with  which  he  was  not  concerned  in  the  least,  in- 
stead of  on  the  Kilgore  timber  claim  as  intended ;  and  thoft  another  witness  will  swear 
that  he  went  there  with  Smiddy  to  help  him  plant  seeds  on  4he  Kilgore  timber  claim 
and  that  the  seeds  were  planted  where  directed  by  Smiddy. 

On  this  evidence  tbe  register  and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  tbe  contest- 
ant, and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  On  appeal  to  year 
office,  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  was  reversed  and  the  contest 
dismissed,  and  the  contestant  has  appealed  to  this  Doparment. 

While  it  has  been  and  still  is  the  policy  of  this  Department  to  deal 
liberally  with  entrymen  who  are  honestly  endeavoring  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  law  in  perfecting  their  entries,  still  it  has  always 
held  that  the  entryman  should  exercise  ordinary  diligence,  and  if  his 
failure  is  attributable  to  the  lack  of  such  diligence  his  mistakes 
ought  not  to  be  rectified  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  inchoate  rights  of  others 
who  are  diligent  and  honest  in  the  prosecution  of  their  claims. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  claimant,  Eillgore,  made  entry 
under  the  timber-cnlture  law,  which  requires  at  least  eight  years  to 
perfect  his  title,  and  contented  himself  with  employing  an  agent  at 
twenty-five  dollars  a  year  to  attend  to  all  the  requirements  of  the  law, 
while  he  took  up  his  permanent  residence  in  another  State,  and,  appar- 
ently, thereafter  gave  no  heed  to  his  claim. 

It  is  true  that  the  presence  of  an  entryman  on  his  claim  is  not  re- 
quired under  the  timber-culture  act,  yet,  if  he  chooses  to  entrust  the 
culture  of  timber  to  an  agent,  he  will  be  held  responsible  for  his  negli- 
gence and  can  not  plead  exemption  from  responsibiltj'  for  his  careless 
or  heedless  mistakes  in  &iling  to  comply  with  the  law  upon  the* ground 
that  he  has  employed  and  paid  him  to  do  the  work  necessary  to  per- 
fect the  entry.    (Hemstreet  v,  Greenup,  4  L.  D.,  493.) 

The  only  question  to  determine  then  is,  did  Smiddy  exercise  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence  in  ascertaining  the  true  location  of  defendant's 
entry.  The  evidence  of  his  diligence  is  set  out  in  the  stipulation  from 
which  it  appears  that  Smiddy  planted  the  five  acres  on  land  that  "he 
had  been  shown  as  being  on  Charles  Kilgore's  timber  claim."  There  is 
no  statement  as  to  who  showed  him  the  tract  or  that  the  person  show- 
ing him  resided  in  the  vicinity,  or  knew  anything  about  the  location  of 
the  claim,  and  there  is  no  explanation  of  bow  he  came  to  rely  uix>n  the 
judgment  of  the  person  directing  him  where  to  plant 

It  further  appears  from  the  record  that  Smiddy  had  been  for  two 
years  in  charge  of  the  timber  culture  on  this  claim,  during  which  time 
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iie  had  <<  arranged  for  all  the  work  to  be  done  np  to  the  time  of  plant- 
ing timber^''  and  after  sach  two  years  supervision  does  not  know  where 
the  c)aim  is  located. 

I  do  not  think  this  Department  would  be  jnstified  in  excusing  mis- 
takes so  heedlessly  made  as  this  evidently  was,  and  as  the  claimant 
must  be  held  responsible  for  the  carelessness  of  his  agent,  the  decision 
of  your  office  is  reversed  and  the  entry  of  Kilgore  canceled. 


:AILB0A1>  GRANT-PRE-EMPTION  FILING. 

Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Phillips. 

A  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing  existing  at  date  of  definite  location  excepts  the 
land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant;  and  the  fact  that  the  pre- 
emptor  did  not  reside  npon,  cultivate,  or  improve  the  land  included  in  his  claim, 
does  not  relieve  the  grant  from  the  effect  of  said  fiUng. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneraly  Land  Office^  August 

^  1890. 

On  December  3, 1889,  the  Department  rendered  decision  in  the  case 
of  the  Union  Pacific  Bailway  Company  v.  George  G.  Phillips,  involving 
the  SB-i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  5,  T.  1  N.,  R.  66  W.,  Denver  land  dis- 
trict,  Colorado. 

Said  Phillips  applied  to  make  timber-cnlture  entry  of  the  tract 
described ;  bat  his  application  was  rejected  b^^  the  local  officers,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Union  Pacific  Bail- 
way. 

The  line  of  road  of  said  railway  was  definitely  located  opposite  said 
tract  on  Angast  20, 1869. 

On  April  21, 1866,  one  Thomas  Laws  had  filed  pre-emption  declara- 
tory statement  for  said  tract  (with  others) ;  which  filing  was  canceled 
November  13, 1873,  for  relinquishment,  execnted  by  said  Laws  August 
14,  1873. 

Said  departmental  decision  (of  December  3, 1889,)  held  that,  as  the 
tract  in  question  was  unoffered,  Laws's  filing  was  at  date  of  the  definite 
location  of  the  road  an  unexpired  filing ;  and  as  such  served  to  except 
the  tract  from  the  grant. 

Counsel  for  the  railroad  company  alleged  that  said  departmental 
decision  had  been  rendered  on  an  incomplete  record,  and  at  his  request 
the  Department,  on  December  7,  1889,  directed  your  office  to  return 
the  decision,  together  with  the  entire  record  in  the  case,  with  a  view  to 
a  further  examination  thereof  in  the  light  of  the  additional  papers. 

Your  office,  on  December  21, 1889,  transmitted  the  record  as  directed. 

On  inspection  of  the  record,  it  appears  that  the  paper  belonging 
therewith  that  was  not  originally  transmitted,  was  an  affidavit  of 
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Thomas  Laws,  executed  Aagast  14, 1873,  in  which  said  Laws  declared 
that  he  had  <'  never  resided  apon,  or  improved,  or  cultivated,  said  land 
in  any  way  or  manner  whatever."  , 

Gonnsel  for  the  railroad  company  contend  that  without  settlement, 
improvement,  or  cultivation,  a  preemption  filing  is  a  nullity,  and  could 
not  except  the  tract  from  the  grant 

This  contention  can  not  be  maintained. 

The  question  as  to  whether  the  pre-emptor inhabited  and  im- 
proved the  land,  and  performed  other  duties  required  by  the  pre-emption  law,  is  not 

a  matter  that  concerns  the  company It  is  sufficient  that  there  was, 

at  the  date  of  the  withdrawal,  a  claim  to  the  land  in  dispute  of  such  a  nature  and 
character  as  the  act  defines ;  and  any  question  as  to  the  lawfulness  of  such  claim  at 
that  date,  or  as  to  the  performance  by  the  claimant  of  certain  specified  conditions,  is 
immaterial  (Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.f.  Stovenour,  10  L.D.,645;  citing  Kans.  Pac.  R. 
R.  r.  Donmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  629-^1 ;  Newhall  v,  Sanger,  92  U.  8.,  761). 

I  see  no  reason,  therefore,  why  said  departmental  decision  of  Decem- 
ber 3, 1889,  should  not  be  promulgated  by  your  office,  and  the  same  is 
herewith  returned  for  that  purpose. 


OSAGE  IiAND-SE<:TION  ««eO,  R.  S.-REStDENCE. 

Jackman  V.  MoDaniels. 

One  who  quit«  or  abandons  residouco  on  his  own  laud,  to  reside  on  Osage  land  in  the 

same  State,  is  disqnalitied  thereby  to  purchase  said  land. 
A  settler  who  purchases  land  from  the  State,  by  virtue  of  his  residence  thereon,  in  pie- 

clnded  thereby  from  subsequently  claiming  residence  on  public  land  during  the 

period  covered  by  his  proof  under  the  State  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  August  5,  1890. 

With  your  letter  of  June  22, 1889,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of  William 
D.  McDaniels  from  your  office  decision  of  January  2, 1889,  wherein  you 
hold  for  cancellation  his  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  G962,  filed  by 
him  December  20,  1884,  for  the  NW.  }  of  Sec.  22,  T.  34  S.,  R  20  W., 
Larned,  Kansas,  alleging  settlement  September  20,  1884. 

Harry  B.  Jackman  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement,  No.  865.%  April 
29,  1885,  for  the  same  tract,  alleging  settlement  January  27,  1885. 

On  November  23, 1885,  McDaniels  made  final  proof  in  support  of  his 
filing;  Jackman  protested  against  allowing  tlie  final  proof  of  McDaniels, 
asserting  a  prior  right  to  the  land  and  on  December  12, 1885,  he  made  his 
final  proof. 

Hearing  was  had  on  Jackman's  protest  and,  on  Febroary  17  1887, 
the  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  Jackman  and  recommended  the 
cancellation  of  McDaniels'  filing  and  on  appeal,  you  affirm  that  finding. 

1  have  examined  the  testimony  and  the  same  is  correctly  set  forth  in 
your  said  office  decision. 
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The  principal  errors  assigned  are  as  follows : — 

1.  In  holding  that  a  certificate  of  the  probate  judge  of  Barber  coanty, 
Kansas,  to  a  claimed  fact  is  evidence  in  the  case  when  snch  certificate 
is  made  in  general  terms. 

2.  In  holding  that  appellant  moved  from  his  own  (the  school  tract) 
to  the  land  in  question  without  stronger  proof  as  to  the  identity  of  the 
appellant  with  the  person  whom  it  is  claimed  entered  the  tract  of  school 
land  December  23, 1884 ;  that  it  cannot  be  assumed  in  the  absence  of 
proof  that  both  are  one  and  the  same  person. 

The  certificate  alluded  to  is  as  follows : 

State  of  Kaksas,  Barber  Co,  sa. 

In  the  Probate  Court  in  said  county. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  ofWilliam  McDaniel  to  purchase  the  SE.  ly  Sec. 
16,  T.  34;  R.  20,  he  having  proyen  his  continuous  residence  on  said  laud  by  two  affi- 
davits ofWilliam  Bott  and  John  L.  McDaniel.  It  is,  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  said  i^plioant  be  allowed  to  purchase  said  land  at  the  appraised  value,  viz., 
1480,  this  23Td  day  of  December,  1884. 

H.  H.  Harvet, 
Probate  Judge, 

[Seal.]  I  hereby  certify  that  the  above  is  a  true  and  correct  copy  as  appears  of 
record  in  my  office. 

H.  H.  Habvky, 
Probate  Judge. 

The  statutes  of  Kausas,  Laws  of  1876,  Oh.  122,  Art.  14,  invest  probate 
courts  with  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  whether  a  settler  upon 
school  land  is  qualified  to  purchase  the  land  at  the  appraised  value  and 
its  decision  upon  the  facts  duly  submitted  and  upou  every  question  in- 
volved is  binding  npon  both  the  settler  and  the  State  unless  appealed 
from.    (State  v.  Dennis,  39  Kan.,  509). 

The  statutes  of  Kansas  (Sec.  5298,  Chap.  92,  Laws  of  1881)  authorize 
a  petitioner  for  such  lands  to  purchase  same  on  making  proof  that  such 
petitioner  '^has  settled  upon  and  improved"  the  lands  as  set  forth  in 
his  petition,  and  the  certificate  of  the  probate  judge  above  set  out, 
shows  that  McDaniels  on  December  23,  1884,  <<  proved"  his  continuous 
residence  on  the  school  land,  and  thereupon  he  was  permitted  to  pur- 
chase the  same  at  the  appraised  value. 

The  certificate  objected  to  is  informal  in  failing  to  show  what  the 
original  is  from  which  the  ^'copy"  was  made;  but  the  testimony  of  Mc- 
Daniels himself,  shows  he  purchased  the  school  lands  and  he  identifies 
himself  as  the  same  William  McDaniels,  who  made  the  purchase  of  the 
school  lands. 

A  settler  on  Osage  lands  must  have  the  qualifications  of  apre-emptor; 
no  person  who  quits  or  abandons  his  residence  on  his  o  wn  land  to  reside 
on  the  pnblic  land  in  the  same  State  or  Territory  shall  acquire  the  right 
of  pre-emption.    Section  2260,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

McDaniels  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  the  time  he  made  his  fll- 
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ing  since  he  was  then  living  on  the  school  lands  as  shown  by  him  De- 
cember 23,  following,  on  which  day  he  purchased  his  school  lands;  more- 
over, the  statutes  of  Kansas  required  him  to  show  continuous  residence 
prior  to  purchasing  school  lands,  and  having  obtained  the  benefits  of 
his  own  State  laws  in  obtaining  school  lands,  he  can  not  be  permitted 
to  deny  the  finding  of  the  probate  court,  on  his  own  petition,  namely, 
that  he  resided  on  the  school  lands,  in  order  to  show  that  he  was  re- 
siding on  government  lands  during  the  same  period,  for  the  purpose  of 
pre-empting  the  same. 

The  filing  of  McDaniels  is,  therefore,  canceled,  and  your  said  office 
decision  is  affirmed. 


CONTEST -WITHDRAWAL  OF  CONTESTANT. 

Wells  v.  Hewitt. 

In  oases  of  contest  the  government  is  a  party  in  interest  and  is  not  precluded  by  the 
withdrawal  of  the  contestant  from  considering  the  evidence,  and  passing  npon  the 
rights  of  the  entryman ;  but  the  government  will  not  on  its  own  motion  cancel 
an  entry  unless  bad  faith  is  clearly  shown. 

In  determining  whether  a  claimant  for  public  land  has  manifested  good  faith  in  the 
assertion  of  his  claim,  his  mental,  as  well  as  his  physical,  condition  maybe  con- 
sidered. 

First  Assistant  S^^retary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  August  6, 1890. 

By  letter  of  June  27,  1889,  you  transmitted  the  papers  in  the  case 
of  Snmner  J.  Wells  v.  Oliver  N.  Hewitt  on  appeal  by  the  latter  from 
your  office  decision  of  October  22,  1888,  holding  for  cancelation  his 
homestead  entry  for  the  SE.J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  13  K,  B.  61  W.,  Fargo, 
Dakota  land  district,  upon  the  contest  of  Wells  charging  failare  to 
establish  actual  residence.  By  letter  of  April  12,  1890,  you  trans- 
mitted the  withdrawal  by  Wells  of  his  contest.  This  withdrawal  is  ac- 
cepted and  Wells'  connection  with  the  case  is  thereby  ended.  In  cases 
of  contest  the  government  is  a  party  in  interest,  and  is  not  precluded 
by  a  contestant  withdrawing  his  contest  from  considering  the  evidence 
and  passing  upon  the  right  of  the  entryman  as  between  himself  and 
the  government.  Overton  t^.Hoskin  (7  L.  D.,  394).  While  this  is  trae, 
yet  the  government  will  not  of  its  own  motion  cancel  an  entry  if  bad 
faith  on  his  part  is  not  clearly  shown.    Bell  v.  Bolles  (9  L.  D.,  148). 

I  think  the  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  this  entryman  had  not, 
prior  to  the  contest  established  an  actual  residence  on  his  claim  and 
therefore  justified  the  conclusion  reached  in  your  office,  as  between  him 
and  Wells,  yet  after  contest  he  established  his  residence  and  has  calti- 
vated  and  improved  the  tract  to  such  an  extent  that  as  between  him  and 
the  government,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  facts  present  such 
a  degree  of  bad  faith  on  his  part  as  to  demand  that  he  shall  not 
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be  given  farther  opportanity  to  support  his  entry  in  the  absence  of  any 
adverse  claim  or  rights,  and  especially  so  as  he  will  be  obliged  to  show 
on  sabmitting  his  final  proof,  that  he  has  fairly  complied  with  the  spirit 
of  the  law. 

He  made  his  entry  January  3,  1884,  the  contest  was  initiated  May 
15, 1886,  and  the  hearing  had  July  6th  following. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  entryman  is  an  honest,  hard-working 
man,  who  can  easily  be  imposed  upon.  He  went  npon  the  land  in  the 
fall  of  1883,  and  built  a  small  house  or  shanty  and  dug  a  well.  In  De- 
cember he  went  to  his  sister's  and  lived  during  the  winter  of  1883-4. 
In  the  spring  he  returned  to  his  claim  and  found  that  some  one  had  re- 
moved his  house.  He  secured  timber  at  considerable  cost  and  built 
another  in  June,  1884,  and  broke  fifteen  or  eighteen  acres  of  land. 
While  breaking  he  lived  in  his  house,  and  during  the  summer  dug 
another  well.  He  was  very  poor  and  worked  about  at  different  places 
to  get  means  to  live  upon  and  to  improve  and  cultivate  the  land.  He 
was  frequently  on  the  tract  working  a  few  days  at  a  time.  Built  a  sod 
and  pole  stable  at  quite  an  expense,  having  to  haul  the  poles  i^ibout  fifty 
miles.  Voted  in  the  precinct  where  the  land  is  situated,  claimed  it  as 
his  home  and  says  he  had  no  other.  In  this  he  is  corroborated.  At  the 
initiation  of  the  contest  he  had  a  pair  of  oxen,  a  wagon,  a  plow  and  was 
preparing  to  cultivate  twenty-five  or  thirty  acres  of  land  which  he  had 
broken. 

While  his  residence  is  not  at  all  satisfactory,  yet  I  do  not  find  such 
evidence  of  bad  faith  as  to  absolutely  demand  the  cancellation  of  his 
entry.  Judging  him  charitably,  I  am  inclined,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  to  give  him  until  he  submits  his  final  proof  to  show 
a  compliance  with  the  law,  if  he  can.  He  is  to  be  judged  in  the  light  of 
his  mental  as  well  w  his  physical  condition  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at 
his  intent  duiing  the  time  he  has  been  asserting  claim  to  this  tract. 
Using  these  cardinal  principles  as  a  guide,  I  am  inclined  to  the  belief 
that  he  in  the  exercise  of  his  understanding  and  means,  intended  to 
honestly  comply  with  the  law  and  rules  of  the  Department.  Whether 
he  will  be  able  to  show  a  compliance  with  the  homestead  act  as  to  resi- 
dence, remains  to  be  determined  by  future  considerations,  but  for  the 
present,  let  this  entry  stand  and  give  him  a  further  opportunity  to  sat- 
isfy the  Department  that  in  reason  and  fairness  he  is  entitled  to  the  tract 
in  question. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT— INDEMNITT  SELECTIONS. 

Little  Rock  and  Memphis  R.  R.  Co. 

Under  (he  grant  of  February  9,  1853,  as  revived  and  extended  by  the  act  of  July  28, 
1866,  the  aid  given  by  Congress  was  intended  equally  for  every  part  of  the  road  aod 
its  branches,  and  delicieucies  existing  on  one  of  said  branches  may  be  made  up  by 
selectious  from  lauds  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  other  branch. 

Secretary  NohU  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  AuguH 

2,  1890. 

By  letter  of  October  10, 1889,  you  submitted  list  7,  of  indemnity  se- 
lections, embracing  31,192.24  acres,  made  by  tbe  Little  Rock  and  Mem 
phis  Railroad  Company,  successor  to  the  Memphis  and  Little  Bock 
Railroad  Company  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  28, 1866 
(14  Stats.,  338),  which  revived  and  extended  the  act  of  February  9, 1853 
(10  Stats.,  155).  The  list  is  submitted  for  such  action  as  may  be  deemed 
proper  in  the  premises. 

The  question  presented  is  whether,  under  said  grant,  lands  may  be 
taken  along  one  branch  of  the  road,  as  indemnity  for  lands  lost  on  the 
other. 

The  act  of  1853  provided  for  the  construction  of  a  railroad  '*  from  a 
point  on  the  Mississippi  river,  opposite  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio,  in  tbe 
State  of  Missoun,  via  Little  Rock,  to  the  Texas  boundary  line  near  Ful- 
ton, in  Arkansas,  with  branches  from  Little  Rock  in  Arkansas,  to  tbe 
Mississippi  river,  and  to  Fort  Smith  in  said  State." 

The  lands  in  said  list  are  opposite  the  Little  Rock  and  Fort  Smith  or 
western  branch  of  the  road,  but  selected  in  lieu  of  losses  along  the  Little 
Rock  and  Memphis  or  eastern  branch. 

The  granting  clause  of  said  act  was  as  follows : 

That  there  be  and  is  hereby  granted  to  the  States  of  Arkansas  and  Miflsoari,  respect- 
ively) for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  making  the  railroad  and  branches  as  aforesaid, 
within  their  respective  limits,  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by  even 
numbers,  for  six  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  road  and  branches. 

The  indemnity  clause  is : 

But  in  case  it  shall  appear  that  the  United  States  have,  when  the  line  or  route  of 
said  road  is  definitely  fixed  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  sold  any  part  of  any  section 
hereby  granted,  or  that  the  right  of  pre-emption  has  attached  to  the  same,  then  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  agent  or  agents,  to  bo  appointed  by  the  govenior  of  said 
State,  to  select,  subject  to  the  approval  aforesaid,  from  the  lands  of  the  United  States 
most  contiguous  to  the  tier  of  sections  above  specitied,  so  much  land  in  alternate 
sections  or  parts  of  sections  as  shall  be  equal  to  such  lands  as  the  United  States  have 
sold,  or  to  which  the  right  of  pre-emption  has  attached  as  aforesaid,  which  lauds, 
being  equal  in  quantity  to  one-half  of  six  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  road, 
the  States  of  Arkansas  and  Missouri  shall  have  and  hold  to  and  for  the  pse  and  pur- 
pose aforesaid :  Provided^  That  the  lands  to  bo  located  shall  in  no  case  be  further  thau 
fifteen  miles  from  the  line  of  the  road. 

There  is  certainly  no  expression  in  this  clause  that  would  limit  indem- 
nity selections  to  the  branch  on  which  the  loss  occurred.    The  only  lira- 
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itations  on  the  right  of  selection  thus  made,  are  that  the  lands  so  selected 
shall  be  lands  of  the  United  Statues,  ^'  most  contiguous  to  the  tier  of 
sections  above  specified, "  (i.  6.,  to  the  granted  sections),  equal  to  the 
amoQut  so  lost  as  described,  and  in  no  case  further  than  fifteen  miles 
from  the  line  of  the  road.  That  the  word  <'  road  "  as  here  used,  includes 
the  branches  as  well  as  the  main  stem  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
most  of  the  indemnity  lands  along  the  lines  of  the  branches  lay  more 
than  fifteen  miles  from  the  main  stem.  To  say  that  the  word  '<  road,  ^ 
means  only  the  main  stem  would,  therefore,  practically,  defeat  the  in- 
demnity grant  for  the  branches,  a  conclusion  obviously  opposed  to  the 
par|)ose  of  the  grant.  For  a  like  reason  the  word  <'  road  "  as  used 
thronghout  the  indemnity  clause  necessarily  includes  the  branches.  It 
therefore  appears  that  in  providing  for  indemnity  selections  Congress 
made  no  distinction  between  the  main  line  as  such  and  the  branches. 

Nor  does  it  appear  from  the  grant  by  the  State  of  Arkansas  to  the 
Memphis  and  Little  Kock  railroad  company  that  the  legislature  con- 
templated a  change  in  that  respect.  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ar- 
kansas of  January  19,  1855,  provides: 

That  the  lands  within  this  State,  along  the  length  of  the  Memphis  and  Little 
Sook  railroad  from  Hopefield,  opposite  the  city  of  Memphis,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
to  Little  Rock,  with  the  right  conferred  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  selecting  other 
laud  in  lieu  of  such  lands  as  may  have  been  sold  or  otherwise  appropriated  by  the 
United  States  and  which  lands  were  granted  by  an  act  of  Congress  to  the  States  of 
Arkansas  and  Missouri,  to  aid  in  the  constructing  a  railroad  from  a  point  on  the  Miss- 
issippi River,  opposite  the  month  of  the  Ohio  River,  by  way  of  Little  Rock,  to  the 
Texas  boundary  near  Fulton,  in  Arkansas,  with  branches  to  Fort  Smith  and  the  Miss- 
issippi River,  approved  February  9th,  1B53,  are  hereby  granted  to  the  Memphis  and 
Little  Rock  Railroad  Company  so  that  they  may  be  legally  applied  in  aid  of  thecon- 
strnction  of  said  branch  railroad  separately  from  said  main  trunk  line,  or  the  Fort 
Smith  branch  thereof. 

Section  seven  of  said  act  provides: 

That  said  lands  shall  be  selected  by  said  company  in  conformity  with  said  act  of 
Congress,  and  when  so  selected,  all  the  title  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  in  and  to  said 
lands  shall  be  fully  vested  in  said  company  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  said  act  of 
Congress. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  right  of  selection  as  defined  by  Congress 
is  not  abridged  by  this  act ;  on  the  contrary  it  is  expressly  declared 
that  such  lands  shall  be  selected  in  conformity  with  the  act  of  Congress. 
Furthermore,  a  consideration  of  the  natare  of  the  grant  points  to  a  like 
solution.  The  grant  was  to  the  State,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  with  two  branches.  In  case  sufficient  vacant 
lands  were  found  within  the  granted  limits  the  grant  was  satisfied  there- 
from. Along  the  line  of  the  Memphis  branch  the  deficit  within  the 
granted  limits  was  very  great,  owing  principally  to  the  swampy  charcter 
of  the  country,  such  lands  having  theretofore  been  granted  to  the 
State. 

Thecompany  haviugexhaustedthelandsoppositesaid branch  uowasks 
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to  be  allowed  to  select  lands  along  the  Fort  Smith  branch  not  needed  in 
aid  of  the  construction  of  the  latter.  It  appears  from  the  records  of 
year  office  that  in  1883  the  grant  for  the  Little  Bock  and  Fort  Smith  road 
or  western  branch,  having  been  so  far  adjusted  as  to  permit  of  the  res- 
toration of  the  vacant  lands  along  said  line,  theretofore  withdrawn  for 
said  road,  to  the  mass  of  public  lands,  your  office  by  letters  of  March 
31,  of  that  year,  to  the  various  local  offices  concerned,  directed  the  res- 
toration to  the  public  domain  of  all  such  vacant  unappropriated  lands, 
not  included  within  the  limits  of  any  other  grant.  The  restoration  was 
accordingly  made.  It  thus  appears  that  said  western  branch  road  can 
have  no  legal  claim  to  the  lands  here  selected,  nor  has  it  asserted  any. 
It  has  received  its  full  quota  under  the  grant  and  within  its  own  limits. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  aid  given  by  Congress  was  intended 
equally  for  every  part  of  the  road  and  branches.  Unless  legislation  to  the 
contrary  has  intervened  this  intent  should  be  carried  out.  It  has  been 
seen  that  the  State  legislation  is  in  harmony  with  the  granting  act  in 
this  matter.  There  is  therefore  nothing  in  the  legislation  to  warrant 
a  denial  of  the  right  now  asserted,  and  the  nature  of  the  aid  extended 
by  Congress  indicates  that  such  selection  should  be  allowed. 

But  we  are  not  without  authority  on  this  point.  On  Atigust  5, 1852, 
your  office  held,  in  the  matter  of  the  Illinois  Central  railroad  that  a  de- 
ficiency on  the  main  line  might  be  made  up  by  selection  of  indemnity 
on  a  branch,  and  vice  versa.  This  rule  was  followed  in  the  construction 
of  the  grant.  It  was  also  applied  in  the  administration  of  the  grant  of 
May  15, 1856,  to  the  State  of  Iowa,  made  in  almost  similar  terms,  so  far 
as  the  point  in  question  goes,  with  the  present,  for  a  road  from  Lyon 
City,  etc.,  ^^  with  a  branch  from  the  mouth  of  the  Tete  des  Morts  to  the 
nearest  point  on  said  road."    (II  Stats.,  9.) 

On  December  2, 1875,  in  the  case  of  the  road  now  known  as  the  St. 
Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  railway,  having  a  grant  similar  to  that 
here  in  question,  viz.,  the  aet  of  March  3,  1857  (11  Stats.,  195),  Secre- 
tary Chandler  held  that  the  lands  withdrawn  for  the  main  line  and 
branch  were  ^^  equally  liable  to  selection  on  account  of  either  line,"  the 
grant  to  both  being  treated  as  an  undivided  grant.  ( 2  C.  L.  O.,  134) 

This  ruling  was  adhered  to  by  Secretary  Yilas  (8  L.  D.,  255). 

In  the  latter  case  the  Secretary  said : 

Limiting  the  view  to  the  act  niaklDg  the  graut  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  it  is  to 
be  noted  that,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  whether  the  '*  branch  "  coald  be  treated 
as  a  part  of  the  ''road/'  it  is  plain  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Congress  that  any  de- 
ficiency in  the  granted  limits,  should  be  made  up  from  the  indemnity  limits  without 
restriction  to  selection  of  lands  within  the  limits  of  coterminous  sections.  In  other 
words,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Congress  intended  that  if  a  dedoiency  occurred  at 
any  point  in  the  granted  limits  and  there  were  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits 
sufficient  to  sapply  all  the  deficiencies  in  the  granted  limits,  selections  might  be  made 
of  lands  wherever  found  in  the  indemnity  limits  longitudinaUy  to  an  extent  sufficient 
to  supply  such  deficiencies. 

For  a  further  discussion  of  the  question,  reference  is  made  to  the 
case. 
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In  the  consideration  of  the  matter  my  predecessor  was  led  to  say  that 
the  same  rale  had  been  applied  to  the  grant  to  the  States  of  Arkansas 
and  Missonri,  here  in  question.  This  statement  does  not  appear  to  be 
borne  oat  by  the  record.  In  a  letter  dated  Aagast  6, 1858,  from  Oom- 
missioner  Hendricks  to  Secretary  Thompson,  it  was  said : 

In  the  case  of  the  grant  to  Arkansas,  by  act  of  February  9, 18r>3,  transferred  by  the 
Slate  to  several  companies, — the  adjustment  of  which  commenced  under  my  prede- 
cessor, and  has  lately  been  completed, — the  trnnk  and  branches  were  treated  as  sep- 
arate roads,  and  the  rights  and  extent  of  each  determined  on  the  principle  laid  down 
by  this  office  on  the  30th  March  last,  above  mentioued.  I  would  also  state  that  Ar- 
kansas in  transferring  the  railroad  grant  to  the  several  companies,  makes  a  grant  to 
each  in  severalty,  transferring  the  lands  etc.,  upon  the  main  trunk  to  one  company 
and  upon  the  branches  to  others. 

The  decision  of  yonr  office  therein  referred  to  as  of  "30th  March  last'' 
was  in  reference  to  the  Minneapolis  and  Gedar  Valley  railroad  also 
ander  the  grant  of  March  3,  1857,  supra,  and  held,  "  the  selections  for 
the  branch  road  in  lieu  of  the  lands  disposed  of  within  the  six  miles 
limits  of  the  same,  must  be  made  from  the  alternate  odd  numbered  sec- 
tions outside  of  six  and  within  fifteen  miles  of  the  line  of  route  of  said 
branch.'^    .  ^ 

However  the  error  of  fact  in  my  predecessor's  decision  was  not  at  all 
vital  to  the  case  or  to  his  argument.  By  reference  to  the  above  extract 
it  will  be  seen  he  reached  the  same  conclusion  independently  of  said 
fact.  This  more  fully  appears  from  the  further  discussion  in  the  opinion. 
Again,  the  statement  by  Commissioner  Hendricks  loses  much  of  its 
importance  in  the  light  of  other  facts.  The  statement  was  not  made 
in  any  case  then  pending  before  him,  but  was  a  mere  recital  in  a  letter 
which  primarily  referred  to  a  diiferent  gi*ant.  A  careful  research  in 
your  ofBce  satisfactorily  discloses  the  fact  that  the  question  was  never 
formally  presented  to  Mr.  Hendricks  in  any  case.  Indeed,  this  pres- 
entation is  the  first  of  which  any  record  remains.  Certainly  the  matter 
has  heretofore  never  reached  the  Secretary. 

Whether  the  State  had  the  power  to  abridge  or  modify  the  right  of 
selection  as  defined  by  Congress,  need  not  be  discussed,  for  in  this  in- 
stance she  transferred  it  intact  as  it  was  given  by  Congress.  The  ques- 
tion, therefore,  reverts  to  a  consideration  of  the  Congressional  enact- 
ment. In  this  aspect,  that  question  is  in  all  material  respects  similar  to 
those  cases  already  cited,  and  decided  by  the  Department  as  stated. 
In  the  light  of  precedents  the  branch  having  selected  vacant  public 
lands  within  the  limits  defined  by  the  grant,  in  the  absence  of  adverse 
claims,  is  entitled  to  the  relief  sought 

The  list  is  accordingly  returned  with  my  approval. 
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FINAL  PROOF  PllOCEE  DINGS- AD  VERSE  CLAIMANT -IMPROVEMENTS. 

FiNDLEY  V.  Ford. 

Adverse  claimants  of  record  are  entitled  to  special  notice  of  intention  to  Bnbmit 
final  proof,  and  where  proof  is  submitted  without  such  notice,  republication  is  re- 
quired with  special  citation  to  the  adverse  claimant. 

The  i)ro-eniption  law  does  not  specify  the  nature  or  extent  of  the  improvements  re- 
quired of  the  settler,  only  requiring  that  they  should  be  snob  as  to  indicate  good 
faith. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  6, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  David  M.  Findley  v.  Patrick  Ford  on  the 
appeal  of  the  former  from  yoar  decision  of  March  15, 1889,  accepting 
the  final  proof  of  Ford  for  8E.  i  of  i^  W.  i  and  8  W.  \  of  NE.  \  and  W.  ^ 
of  SE.  \  Sec.  28,  T.  26  S.,  B.  11  E.,  M.  D.  M.  San  Francisco,  California 
land  district  and  dismissing  protest  of  appellant  against  the  same.  The 
record  shows  that  on  July  9,  1886  Ford  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  said  land,  alleging  settlement  July  2,  1886,  that  Findley 
bad  filed  declaratory  statement  for  said  land  October  4,  1883,  alleging 
settlement  October  2, 1883. 

On  March  30, 1886,  Elisha  Terrill  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment No.  2L,  635,  for  this  land  in  controversy,  alleging  settlement  March 
14,  of  the  same  year.  On  December  9, 1886,  Ford  gave  notice  by  pub- 
lication of  bis  intention  to  make  final  proof  on  January  24, 1887.  On 
said  day  D.  M.  Findley  and  others  filed  a  protest  against  said  proof 
alleging  therein  that  said  Findley  had  occupied  the  said  land  for  three 
years  past  and  further  that  Ford  bad  not  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  in  the  matter  of  bis  pre-emption. 

Ford  offered  bis  final  proof  at  the  close  of  which  Findley,  by  his  at- 
torney cross-examined  him  and  his  witnesses  and  offered  testimony 
adverse  to  Ford's  claim. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  testimony  the  register  and  receiver  foand : — 

1st.  That  Ford  initiated  bis  claim  by  trespassing  upon  the  enclosure 
of  others  to  establish  bis  settlement,  and — 

2nd.  That  his  residence,  cultivation  and  improvements  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  good  faith. 

Upon  these  findings  they  recommend  that  bis  final  proof  be  rejected 
and  that  his  claim  be  canceled.  From  this  decision  he  appealed  and  on 
March  15, 1889,  you  reversed  the  judgment  appealed  from,  dismissed 
the  contest  and  allowed  Ford's  final  proof.  From  which  action  Findley 
appealed.  He  does  not  assert  any  claim  to  the  land  under  his  declara- 
tory statement,  and  shows  by  bis  testimony  that  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  same  be  owned  and  resided  with  his  family  upon  a  ninety  acre  tract 
of  land  near  Arroyo  Grande,  Oalifornia,  which  home  he  would  have  to 
quit  or  abandon  to  make  residence  on  the  land  in  controversy.    His 
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pre-emption  declaratory  statement  had  expired  by  limitation;  he  had 
never  oifered  final  proof  and  his  attorney  in  his  brief  admits  that  Find- 
ley  appears  not  as  a  claimant  bnt  as  a  contestant. 
Then  the  questions  to  be  determined  are : — 

Ist  What  is  the  effect  of  the  failure  of  Ford  to  serve  Terrill  with 
notice  of  his  intention  to  make  his  final  proof  f 
2nd.  Did  Ford  comply  with  the  pre-emption  lawt 
Taking  these  qaestions  in  their  order,  it  is  admitted  that  Terrill  was 
not  notified  by  Ford  of  his  intention  to  make  final  proof.  ^^Adverse 
claimants  of  record  should  always  be  specially  cited  both  in  homestead 
and  pre-emption  notices  of  intention  to  make  proof."  Instructions,  No- 
vember 25,  1884,  3  L.  D.,  196 ;  Tuttle  v.  Parkin,  9  L.  D.,  495.  So  that 
I  take  it  that  before  this  entry  can  be  perfected  notice  should  be  given 
in  compliance  with  these  rules. 

As  to  Ford's  comi)liance  with  the  law,  the  testimony  shows  that  after 
filing  his  declaratory  statement  he  built  a  cabin  on  the  land  eight  by 
ten  feet,  seven  or  eight  feet  high,  with  plank  roof,  battened  door  and 
earth  floor.  It  was  rather  an  inferior  structure  but  in  July  1886,  he 
placed  therein  a  bed,  table,  cooking  utensils,  some  dishes  etc.,  and  began 
living  therein.  Some  time  later  he  procured  a  cooking  stove  and  put  it 
in  his  house.  He  testified  that  he  had  lived  there  continuously  since 
making  the  filing ;  that  he  was  an  unmarried  man,  and  had  worked 
some  for  his  neighbors,  but  slept  at  his  house  generally  when  so  work- 
ing ;  he  had  cleared  and  prepared  for  plowing  some  four  acres  of  ground 
and  had  plowed  about  two  acres;  he  had  also  prepared  about  one  hun- 
dred fence  posts  preparatory  to  fencing  his  land.  In  these  matters  he 
is  corroborated. 

In  the  protest  it  is  alleged  that  Findley  had  occupied  the  ground  for 
three  years,  and  as  the  testimony  showed  that  Ford  had  taken  the  lum- 
ber for  his  house  through  the  fence  of  Wear,  who  is  an  adjoining  laud 
proprietor,  it  is  seriously  claimed  by  Findley  that  Ford  was  thereby  a 
mere  trespasser  and  can  acquire  no  rights  by  settlement,  residence  or 
improvement  on  the  land,  and  he  cites  numerous  decisions  to  support 
his  position,  but  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  repeat  them  here,  for  it 
mnst  be  remembered  that  in  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  occupant  of 
the  laud,  no  one  in  possession  thereof,  rightfully  or  otherwise,  no  grow- 
ing crops  thereon,  no  fence  around  this  specific  tract,  so  that  this  mat- 
ter of  trespass,  so  fully  argued  and  so  much  relied  upon  by  the  local 
officers,  is  a  mere  abstract  proposition,  inapplicable  to  the  facts  in  this 
case. 

While  the  improvements  of  Ford  are  quite  meagre,  the  testimony 
shows  that  he  had  established  and  maintained  a  residence  upon  the 
land  tor  more  than  six  months  prior  to  offeriuj":  final  proof.  In  the  case 
of  Chas.  S.  Hofwalt  (9  L.  D.,  1),  it  is  said— '^  Pre  emiMion  is  a  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry  based  upon  settlenuMit,  iiiiiabitancy  and  cultiva- 
tion    The  preemption  act  does  noc  specify  the  nature 
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or  extent  of  the  improvements  and  only  reqaires  that  they  should  be 
sach  as  woul'd  indicate  the  good  faith  of  the  entryman." 

In  the  case  of  John  E.  Tyrl  (3  L.  D.,  49),  where  it  appears  that  the 
entryman  had  cleared  about  one  half  acre  of  the  land  bat  cultivated  no 
portion  of  it  nor  raised  any  crop  thereon,  it  is  held  that  clearing  the 
land  of  timber  for  the  purpose  of  planting  it,  is  cultivation  within  the 
meaning  of  section  2301  Revised  Statutes. 

Under  these  decisions  and  this  testimony  Ford's  proof  should  be  ac- 
cepted, but  as  Terrill  has  not  had  his  day  in  court,  your  decision  is 
modified  as  follows :  The  protest  of  Findley  and  others  is  dismissed. 
Ford  will  make  new  publication  of  notice  and  specially  cite  Elisha  Ter- 
rill, and  in  the  absence  of  protest,  and  the  failure  of  Terrill  to  show 
cause,  if  any,  why  his  declaratory  statement  should  not  be  canceled  and 
Ford's  proof  allowed,  the  proof  already  made  will  be  accepted  and  if 
there  is  no  other  legal  objection,  the  entry  will  be  passed  to  patent. 


PBACTICE-STARE  DECISIS. 

John  T.  Naff. 

The  General  Land  Office  in  the  disposition  of  oases  that  fall  within  well  settledrol- 
ings  of  the  Department  must  be  governed  by  such  rulings  until  they  are  reversed 
by  departmental  authority. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 

8,  1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  acommnnication  from  Acting  Commissioner  Stone, 
dated  Angnst  5, 1890,  calling  the  attention  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, <<  with  a  view  to  repayment,  to  the  pre-emption  filing  l^o.  4,813  of 
John  T.  Naff,  made  at  the  Spokane  Falls  land  office,  on  the  15th  day  of 
July,  1884,  for  the  E.  i  SB.  J,  S W.  J  SE.  J,  and  the  SE.  i  SW.  i  of  Sec. 
12,  T.  19  K,  E.  43  E.,  W.  M.» 

After  making  a  statement  relative  to  the  final  proof  and  payment  for 
said  land,  the  embezzlement  by  the  absconding  receiver  of  the  local 
office  of  the  $400  first  paid  by  the  pre-emptor,  and  the  making  of  new 
proof  and  payment  for  said  land,  the  Acting  Commissioner  states : 

Heretofore  the  decisions  of  this  Department  have  been  to  the  effect  that  no  repay- 
ments of  purchase  money  can  be  made  unless  strictly  provided  for  by  statutes ;  even 
when  the  money  has  been  paid  twice  (see  5  L.  D.,  114).  If  this  be  the  spirit  of  the 
rulings  of  the  Department,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  great  injustice  is  being  done 
to  settlers,  and  has  been  done  in  the  past.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  there  shall 
be  a  particular  statute  to  cover  every  particular  right,  wrong,  or  remedy. 

The  Commissioner  farther  says : — 

It  was  not  the  iutention  of  Congress  to  pass  so  many  many  wise,  just  and  liberal  laws 
providing  homes  for  settlersjand  then  permit  them  to  be  harassed,  and  their  rights  in- 
jured by  harsh  implications  of  this  department.  The  mass  of  unwritten  laws  are  as 
great,  and  of  as  much  weight,  as  the  written  laws.  Many  rights  are  not  re-enforoed 
by  statutes. 
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He  is  therefore  of  the  opinion, ''  in  view  of  the  circamstances  of  this 
case that  repayment  should  be  made." 

No  application  by  said  Naff  for  repayment  accompanies  said  commnni- 
cation,  nor,  indeed,  is  it  expressly  stated  that  he  has  made  any. 

The  Acting  Commissioner  makes  an  argument  in  support  of  the  right 
of  Naff  to  repayment,  but  does  not  specifically  request  any  instructions 
ID  the  premises.  It  is  true  he  cites  the  case  of  the  Heirs  of  Isaac  W. 
Talkington  (5  L.  D.,  114),  which  holds  a  contrary  view  to  that  expressed 
by  him. 

It  is  not  intended  to  express  any  opinion  herein  relative  to  the  right 
of  Mr.  Naff  to  repayment.  If  he  has  such  right,  he  must  show  it  prima- 
rily to  your  office,  and,  if  its  decision  be  adverse  to  him,  he  has  the  right 
of  appeal.  But,  in  passing  upon  the  question,  your  office  must  be  gov- 
erned by  the  well  settled  rulings  of  the  Department,  which  alone  has  ^ 
the  authority  to  overrule  its  own  decisions.  Any  other  procedure  would 
make  the  appellate  tribunal  inferior  to  the  subordinate  and  necessarily 
createinextricable  confusion.  Troy's  Heirs  v.  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  (2  L.  D.,523) ;  J.  H.  Eopperud,  10  L.D.,93.  Noun  written  law 
can  overturn  the  departmental  decisions,  duly  rendered  and  promulgated 
for  the  guidance  of  all  concerned.  If  Mr.  Naff  has  made  application  for 
repayment,  the  same  should  be  duly  considered  by  your  office  in  the 
light  of  the  departmental  rulings,  and,  if  adverse  to  him,  he  should  be 
advised  of  his  right  of  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^  and  if  he 
exercise  such  right,  his  case  will  be  carefully  considered. 


CONTESTANT-PBEFBKENCB  BIGHT-SETTIiEMEKT. 

PovnBKs  V.  Ady. 

A  BQCceasfal  contestant,  who  has  dae  notice  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  and  fails 
to  exercise  the  preference  right  within  the  statutory  period,  has  thereafter  no 
right  of  entry  that  can  he  asserted  in  the  presence  of  a  valid  intervening  adverse 
claim. 

Personal  acts  of  the  settler  are  essential  to  the  acquisition  of  settlement  rights. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  8, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Anna  Y.  Powers  from  your  decision 
of  December  27, 1888,  ejecting  her  application  to  enter  the  SW.  i  of 
Sec.  11,  T.  122,  B.  77,  Aberdeen,  Dakota. 

The  facts  in  tLe  case  are  stated  in  your  office  letter. 

The  contestant  Powers  had  full  notice  of  the  cancellation  of  the  prior 
entry  on  the  land  which  she  had  contested,  and  failed  to  exercise  the 
right  given  her  by  ;the  statute  of  making  entry  for  the  tract  within 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  the  receipt  of  said  notice^  and  even  if  this 
failure  was  the  result  of  ill  health  and  want  of  means,  it  is  beyond  the 
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power  of  this  Department  to  aftbrd  relief  lu  the  presence  of  a  valid 
adverse  ch\im. 

From  an  examination  of  the  evidence  I  am  not  satisfied  that  she 
acted  in' perfect  good  faith  in  the  matter  of  delaying  her  application  to 
enter.  The  explanation  given  by  the  contestant  and  her  father  of  the 
attempted  sale  of  the  right  to  enter  the  laud  is  not  satisfactory.  It  is, 
however,  unnecessary  to  discuss  that  qnestiou  at  length. 

Up  to  the  date  of  hearing  the  contestant  had  not  made  a  bona  fide 
settlement  ou  the  land  or  established  a  residence  thereon. 

The  slight  improvement  put  upon  the  tract  by  the  father  at  the 
request  of  the  contestant,  consisting  of  a  little  breaking  and  the  com- 
mencement of  a  sod  slianty,  can  not  be  considered  a  personal  settlement. 
McLean  v.  Foster  (2  L.  1).,  175) :  Byer  r.  Burrill  (G  L.  D.,  521). 

The  contestant  did  not  even  go  upon  the  land  after  the  improvements 
were  made  until  more  tban  a  month  after  Ady  had  made  his  homestead 
entry,  and  her  presence  for  two  sex)arate  nights  only,  in  a  sod  shanty 
without  a  floor  and  without  a  stove  or  any  article  of  furniture,  or  any 
of  the  appliances  for  housekeeping,  can  not  be  considered  a  settlement 
in  the  absence  of  any  subsequent  act  indicating  a  desire  to  make  a 
bona  fide  residence. 

l^our  decision  is  affirmed. 


PROCEEDINGS  ON  SPECIAL.  AGENT'S  REPORT-EVIDENCE. 

United  States  v.  O'Dowd. 

In  a  hearing  ordered  to  test  tbe  validity  of  an  entry  the  teBtimony  offered  on  final 
proof  can  not  be  considered,  but  doe  weight  should  be  given  to  the  legal  presump- 
tion that  the  entry  is  valid. 

First  Assitttant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  8,  1800. 

I  have  considered  the  apiieal  of  Anthony  O'Dowd  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  dated  May  15,  1889,  holdin^i^for  cancellation  his  pre-emp- 
tion cash  entry,  for  the  N  W  J,  Sec.  5,  T.  122  N.,  E.  65  W.,  Aberdeen 
Land  District,  South  Dakota. 

As  it  appears  from  the  record  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  claimant  and  his 
transferees  were  duly  notified  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing,  and 
failed  to  appear  thereat,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney.  While  the 
e\  idencc  given  by  the  witnesses  lor  the  government  at  said  hearing  is 
general  in  its  character,  and  was  drawn  out  by  leading  questions,  yet  it 
establishes  a  prima  facie  case  against  said  entry.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  was  incumbent  upon  the  entryman  tooffer  proof  in  snpportof 
his  entry,  if  he  desires  to  uphold  the  same.  James  Copeland  (4  L.  D., 
275) ;  Etienne  Martel  (6  L.  D.,  285). 

The  testimony  submitted  as  final  proof  cannot  be  considered  in  arriv- 
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ing  »t  acoDclasion  iu  this  case,  bat  due  weight  should  be  given  to  the 
fact  that  an  entry  had  been  allowed.    Tangermau  et  al.  v.  Aurora  Hill 
Mining  Co.  (9  L.  D.,  538). 
For  the  reasons  herein  given  the  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  CONTEST-GOOD  FAITH  OF  CONTESTANT. 

McAnulty  v.  Wood. 

A  coDtestant  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  to  establish 
a  charge  of  non-compliance  with  law,  and  thus  secure  a  prefereuce  right  of  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  10, 1800. 

On  Angust  25,  1886,  Wm.  A.McAnnlty  filed  a  contest  against  the 
timber  culture  entry  of  Seeley  C.  Wood,  made  November  30,  1883,  for 
the  N.  J  NE.  J  and  N.  J  NW.  \  Sec.  33,  T.  21  6.,  B.  21  W.,  Larned, 
Kansas,  charging  that  said  en  try  man  ^^  failed  to  break  the  ten  acres 
required  by  law  during  the  first  two  years  of  his  said  entry  and  up  to 
the  present  time,  and  said  Seeley  G.  Wood  has  offered  for  sale,  and  has 
sold  his  right  and  title  to  said  tract  of  land  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion.'* 

The  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  upon  said  contest  shows  that  there 
^  were  not  ten  acres  broken  on  the  tract  in  controversy  during  the  first 
"  and  second  years  of  the  entry.  McAnulty,  the  contestant  swears  that 
Wood  the  entryuiau  broke  what  was  supposed  to  be  five  acres  the  first 
year  andenaployed  him  (McAnulty)  to  break  the  other  five  the  second 
year.  He  states  that  he  measured  the  breaking  done  by  Wood,  and 
broke  the  same  quantity;  that  he  agreed  to  complete  the  amount  of 
breaking  required  by  law  with  the  understanding  that  Wood  had  five 
acres  broken,  and  he,  witness,  was  to  break  the  same  amount,  but  he 
did  not  break  five  acres  because  there  was  not  five  acres  broken  by  the 
entrymao.  He  testified  that  there  were  about  eight  acres  and  twelve 
rods  in  the  piece  measured  by  him,  but  there  was  also  an  acre  of  break- 
ing on  the  tract  not  included  in  the  breaking  measured  by  him. 

The  local  officers  found  that — 

There  appears  to  have  been  the  fnU  amount  of  breaking  done  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  law,  but  the  plaintiff  and  some  other  parties,  bj  a  system  of  ^  horse 
back  survey '  starting  from  a  point  that  they  were  not  positive  was  an  established 
comer  by  the  government  survey,  throw  a  portion  of  the  breaking  intended  to 
have  been  on  tract  in  dispute,  upon  an  adjoining  quarter  section, — 

which  finding  was  affirmed  by  your  office. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  plan  adopted  by  contestant  to  find  the  exact 

line  of  the  claim  was  too  uncertain  to  establish  detiuitclv  the  line — the 

north-east  corner  having  been  located  by  mere  conjecture— yet  one  of 

the  witnesses  testified  that  he  saw  the  corner  stouu  bei'ure  it  was  re- 
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moved,  and  knew  the  line  from  baving  bailt  a  fence  on  the  prolongation 
of  the  east  line  of  the  claim.  There  was  also  no  evidence  offered  by 
Wood  denying  the  accuracy  of  the  line  as  found,  or  to  show  where  the 
true  line  was  or  that  the  breaking  was  all  upon  the  claim  in  controversy. 

But  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  contestant  that  he  was  employed 
by  the  eutryman  to  break  five  acres  the  second  year,  both  parties  sop- 
posing  that  the  first  breaking  embraced  the  full  quantity  of  five  acres, 
and  that  it  was  understood  that  the  breaking  to  be  done  by  contestant 
would  complete  the  full  quantity  required  by  law.  He  swears  that  he 
knew  there  was  only  eight  acres  and  twelve  rods  broken,  but  he  failed 
to  communicate  it  to  Wood.  He  further  swears  that  W.  S.  Wood,  a 
son  of  the  entryman,  offered  to  sell  him  the  tract  and  then  offered  to 
sell* it  to  another,  when  he,  the  contestant,  told  W.  S.  Wood  that  he 
could  get  it  cheaper  by  contesting  it. 

I  do  not  think  the  contestant  has  shown  such  good  faith  in  the- prem- 
ises as  to  prevent  the  entryman  from  curing  the  default,  even  in  face  of 
this  contest,  and  as  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  prior  to  the  heariDg 
the  defendant  had  two  more  acres  broken,  thus  completing  the  amount 
required  b^^  law,  to  cancel  this  entry  and  award  to  contestant  the  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry  would  be  to  aid  him  in  taking  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong. 

There  was  no  testimony  showing  that  the  entryman  had  offered  to 
sell  the  tract,  the  only  testimony  upon  this  point  being  that  W.  S.  Wood, 
a  son  of  the  eutrymen,  had  offered  to  sell,  but  there  was  do  evidence 
showing  that  he  was  the  agent  of  the  entryman,  or  had  authority  to 
make  such  an  offer. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated  the  decision  of  your  office  dismissing 
the  contest  is  affirmed. 


SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS-BELINQmSHMENT. 

GASON  V.  Ladd. 

Odo  who  is  oconpying  land  as  tbe  tenant  of  an  eutryman,  acquires  no  right  as  a  set- 
tler, on  the  relinquishment  of  the  entry,  that  can  be  set  up  to  defeat  the  inter- 
vening entry  of  another. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

Land  Office^  August  11, 1890. 

The  tract  in  controversy,  to  wit,  the  8. J  SBJ.  Sec.  31,  T.  18  S.,  R  6 
W.,  Larned  land  district,  Kansas,  was  formerly  embraced  in  the  tim- 
ber culture  entry  of  Joseph  H.  Leavitt  which  was  relinquished  Novem- 
ber 12,  1885.  On  the  same  day  Zachius  E.  Ladd  made  timber  culture 
entry  of  said  tract  and  on  November  20th  following  Daniel  £.  Oason 
applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  alleging  settlement  April 
15,  1885,  which  was  also  allowed.  Ladd  then  filed  application  to  have 
the  homestead  entry  of  Gason  canceled  and  upon  a  hearing  had  thereon 
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tbe  local  officers  held  said  entry  for  cancellatioD,  which  decision  was 
affirmed  by  your  office. 

From  said  last  decision  Oason  appealed  alleging  the  following  groands 
of  error: — 

Pint.  Error  Jn  holding  that  the  entry  of  Ladd  segregated  the  land  as  against  the 
elaim  of  Cason  who  was  an  actual  settler  apon  the  land  at  the  time  the  entry  of 
Le&ritt  was  canceled,  and  the  entry  of  Ladd  was  made  of  record,  and  with  the  in- 
tention of  claiming  the  same  as  a  homestead. 

Second.  Error  in  not  holding  that  the  right  of  Cason  attached  eo  inBtanU  upon  the 
cancellation  of  Leavitt's  entry. 

Third.  Error  in  holding  that  Cason  could  not  legally  enter  the  land  as  against 
Ladd  hecanse  he  went  npon  the  tract  as  the  tenant  of  Leayitt,  for  the  reason  that 
Leavitt's  right  ceased  the  instant  his  entry  was  canceled  and  the  tract  then  became 
pablic  land,  and  the  right  of  Cason  that  instant  attached,  by  reason  of  his  residence 
upon  the  land  at  the  time  with  the  intention  of  claiming  the  same  as  a  homestead. 

Fourth.  Error  in  not  holding  that  the  entry  of  Ladd  was  subject  to  the  prior  right 
of  Cason  by  reason  of  Cason's  prior  settlement. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Gason  went  upon  the  land  as  the  tenant 
ot  Leavitt  while  the  land  was  covered  by  Leavitt's  timber  culture  en- 
try, and  was  upon  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  relinquish- 
ment of  said  entry  by  Leavitt.  Gason  acquired  no  rights  by  virtue  of 
his  occupancy  of  the  land  as  the  tenant  of  Leavitt  while  the  land  was 
segregated  by  Leavitt's  entry,  and  not  having  gone  upon  the  land  with 
the  intention  of  making  it  his  home  and  to  acquire  it  under  the  settle- 
ment laws,  his  right  as  a  settler  did  not  attach  upon  the  cancellation 
of  Leavitt's  entry,  but  could  only  attach  from  the  moment  he  went 
apon  the  laud  with  the  intention  of  making  it  his  home  under  the  set- 
tlement laws  and  performing  some  act  indicative  of  such  intent.  Frank- 
lin V.  March  (10  L.  D.,  682). 

Ladd's  entry  having  been  made  the  same  day  the  relinquishment  was 
filed,  the  subsequent  entry  of  Gason  was  improperly  allowed. 

The  decision  of  your  office  canceling  said  entry  is  therefore  affirmed. 


PKACTICB-SECOND  CONTEST- APPEAIi-ENTRY. 

DEUMMOND  V.  Keevb. 

A  charge  of  non-oomplianoe  with  law  directed  against  an  entry,  oonpled  with  an  alle- 
gation that  the  pending  snit  of  another  against  such  entry  is  collosiyo,  affords  a 
proper  basis  for  a  contest. 

Failure  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an  application  to  contest  an  entry  defeats  all 
rights  of  the  contestant  therennder. 

An  application  to  enter  land,  covered  by  the  prior  entry  of  another,  can  not  be  enter- 
tained in  the  absence  of  a  charge  against  the  validity  of  such  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  13,  1890. 

The  appeal  of  William  Drummond  from  yonr  office  decision  of  August 
27, 1888,  is  now  before  me,  and  the  accompanying  record  shows  that  on 
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August  4,  1881,  Oliver  P.  Reeve  made  timber-culture  eutry  No.  4086, 
for  lots  3,  4  and  E.  i  of  S  W.  i  Sec.  6,  T.  24  S.,  K.  33  W.,  Garden  City, 
Kansas. 

August  20, 1886,  W.  H.  Harris  initiated  a  contest  against  said  entry, 
and  accompanied  it  with  an  application  to  enter  the  tract  under  the 
timber  culture  law.  September  13,  1886,  George  R.  Moore  also  filed 
contest,  and  application  to  enter  the  same  under  said  act 

Each  of  these  contests  charged  non-compliance  with  the  law  in  rela- 
tion to  cultivation  and  planting  the  land  with  trees. 

On  September  25, 1886,  William  Drummond,  the  appellant  herein, 
applied  to  the  receiver  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same  tract,  and 
accompanied  his  application  with  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the 
entry  of  Reeve,  alleging  in  addition  to  failure  to  comply  with  the  tim- 
ber-culture act,  that  the  contests  of  Harris  and  Moore  were  of  a  friendlj 
nature,  that  each  of  them  was  a  warm  friend  of  the  defendant  Reeve, 
and  that  their  respective  contests  were  brought  for  the  purpose  of 
<^ smuggling'' the  land  and  preventing  a  le^ral  contest,  and  that  said 
Reeve  has  repeatedly  offered  to  sell  his  relinquishment  to  said  tract  for 
a  valuable  consideration.  The  application  of  Drummond  to  enter  and 
contest  was  rejected  by  the  receiver,  the  affidavit  of  contest  being  en- 
dorsed : 

PreseDted  and  rejected  this  25th  day  of  September,  1886,  for  the  reaaon  that  there 
are  at  this  date  two  contests  nndetermined  and  pending  npon  said  tract. 

S.  Thai«uou8er,  Bet^r,^ 

Underneath  this  endorsement  the  following  appears : 

Thirty  days  for  appeal  to  the  Hon.  Commissioner. 

November  17, 1886,  Reeve  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry,  and  on 
the  same  day  the  same  was  canceled,  the  contests  of  Harris  and  Moore 
dismissed,  and  Anna  M.  Boyle  allowed  to  make  timber-culture  entry 
No.  8431  for  the  tract. 

Upon  Reeve's  relinquishment  is  the  following  endorsement  written 
with  a  pencil : 

ComrsST  Clsrk:  Notify  contestant  of  filing  of  this  relinq.  and  contestant's  pref. 

ight. 

G.  F.  M.  KiUES,  Eeg, 

On  the  27th  of  the  same  month  Drummond  again  applied  to  make 
homestead  entry  of  the  land,  which  application  bears  the  following  en- 
dorsement:— 

Presented  and  rejected  this  27th  day  of  November,  1886,  at  11:15  a.  m.,  for  the  rea- 
son that  there  is  at  present  a  filing  npon  the  tract,  viz :  Anna  M.  Boyle,  Norember 
17,  '86.  There  appears  however  to  be  some  grounds  for  the  accusation  of  fraud  in 
third  contest  of  William  Drummond  v,  O.  P.  Reeve,  as  Anna  M.  Boyle,  the  present 
en  try  man  is  con  tes  taut  in  neither  case,  having  a  prior  right  over  the  case  of  Drum- 
mond V.  Reeve.  Both  of  these  contests  were  dismissed  by  Rec.  November  17,  '8G, 
the  date  of  Anna  M.  Boyle's  T.  C.  filing.  Thirty  days  for  appeal  to  Hon.  Com.  Qeiil. 
Land  OAce. 

C.  F.  M.  NULBS,  Reg. 
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December  27th  following,  Drammond  filed  his  appeal  from  this  action 
of  the  register. 

Janaary  11, 1887,  Anna  M.  Boyle  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal, because  it  was  not  filed  in  time,  and  becanse  a  copy  of  the  appeal 
was  served  on  Boyle  instead  of  Beeve. 

Your  predece^or  overruled  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  bnt 
affirmed  the  action  of  the  register  in  rejecting  Drnmmond's  homestead 
application  of  November  27, 1886,  and  held  that  the  action  of  the  re- 
ceiver in  rejecting  appellant's  application  to  contest,  made  September 
25, 1886,  was  wrong,  but  that  he  is  bound  thereby  by  his  failure  to  ap- 
peal within  the  thirty  days  allowed  him ;  he  also  held  that  the  action 
of  the  register  in  dismissing  the  contests  of  Harris  and  Moore  on  the 
filing  of  Keeve's  relinquishment  was  wrong,  but  that  their  interests  are 
lost  by  their  having  failed  to  appeal  therefrom,  bnt  he  concluded  his 
judgment  by  allowing  Prummond  ^<  the  privilege  of  appeal  from  so 
much  of  this  decision  as  denies  his  application  to  enter  said  tract,  and 
DO  more."  From  this  judgment  Drummond  now  appeals  to  this  De- 
partment. 

The  action  of  the  receiver  in  rejecting  Drnmmond's  application  to 
contest  the  entry  of  Beeve  was  nnauthorized  by  law,  and  gave  rise  to 
all  the  complications  that  subsequently  appear  in  this  case.  This  of- 
fered contest  of  appellant  alleged  collusion  with  the  claimant  upon  the 
part  of  both  prior  contestants,  and  the  record  in  the  case  undoubtedly 
gives  color  to  such  charge.  But  having  failed  to  appeal  from  the  rejec- 
tion of  his  contest  application  of  September  25th,  he  has  lost  his  rights 
thereunder.  Hawkins  et  al.  v.  Lamm,  (9  L.  D.,  18) ;  Conly  v.  Price, 
(ib.,  490). 

And  the  timber-culture  of  Boyle  having  been  allowed  prior  to  his 
last  application  of  November  27,  to  enter  under  the  homestead  law, 
such  application  not  having  been  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test against  the  Boyle  entry,  was  properly  rejected.  Hence,  Drummond 
has  no  standing  before  the  Department,  for  the  reasons : 

1st.  He  failed  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  his  application  to  con- 
test the  entry  of  Beeve. 

2nd.  He  failed  to  accompany  his  application  of  November  27,  to  make 
homestead  entry,  with  an  affidavit  of  contest,  charging  that  the  relin- 
quishment of  Beeve  and  the  entry  of  Boyle  were  the  result  of  a  collu- 
sive contest,  prosecuted  for  such  fraudulent  purpose. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore^  affirmed. 
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HOMESTEAD  SETTLEMEXT-^PBE-EMPTION  CLAIM. 

Beebe  V.  Callahan. 

The  Talidity  of  a  homestead  settlement  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  is  made 
pending  the  issuance  of  final  certificate  on  pre-emption  proof,  previously  sub- 
mitted by  the  settler  in  due  compliance  with  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  efthe  General 

Land  Office^  August  13,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  George  W.  Beebe  from  the  decision 
of  your  ofQce  dated  Febraary  7,  1889,  in  the  case  of  said  Beebe  v, 
Enoch  Callahan,  holding  for  cancellation  the  former's  {ireemption 
declaratory  statemenffor  the  N.  J  of  NB.  J  Sec.  11,  and  N  W.  J  of  MTW. 
i  Sec.  12,  T.  31  N.,  B.  15  W.,  Niobrara  land  district,  Nebraska. 

May  30, 1884,  Callahan  made  homestead  entry  tbr  said  tract,  and  on 
March  23, 1885,  in  accordance  with  published  notice,  he  offered  final 
commutation  proof  for  said  land  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
at  O'Neill,  Nebraska  and  on  the  same  day  Beebe  filed  a  protest  against 
the  acceptance  of  Callahan's  commutation  proof  alleging  that  he, 
Beebe,  made  settlement  on  said  tract  May  9,  1884,  and  established 
actual  residence  thereon  June  4th  which  was  continuous,  and  filed  his 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  same  June  12, 1884 ;  that 
he  could  prove  that  Callahan  did  not  settle  upon  nor  make  improve- 
ments on  the  land  until  one  or  two  weeks  after  May  9, 1884. 

Both  the  final  proof  and  protest  having  been  transmitted  to  the  local 
office,  hearing  was  ordered  and  set  for  June  11,  1885,  before  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver.  On  the  day  appointed  the  parties  appeared  in  person 
and  by  their  respective  attorneys.  A  large  amount  of  testimony  was 
offered  by  both  parties  and  the  local  officers  from  an  examination  there- 
of, found  that  Callahan  made  settlement  upon  the  land  May  7, 1884, 
and  that  he  established  actual  residence  on  the  land  July  5, 1884,  which 
was  continuous ;  that  he  has  a  well  and  nine  acres  of  breaking,  and 
had  raised  a  crop  on  a  portion  of  the  breaking  one  season ;  that  he 
had  ^^  made  final  proof  in  support  of  a  pre-emption  filing  for  the  E.  ^ 
NW.  J  and  W.  J  NE.  i  Sec.  12,  T.  31,  R.  16  W.,  .  .  .  .  April 
23, 1884,  •  •  .  and  as  .  •  .  final  certificate  bears  date  May  16, 
1884,"  he  was  not  qualified  to  make  settlement  for  other  lands  prior 
to  that  date,  and  although  his  settlement  was  prior  to  the  time  Beebe 
settled  on  the  land,  they  rejected  his  commutation  proof  and  recom- 
mended his  homestead  entry  for  cancellation.  From  this  judgment  he 
appealed  to  your  office,  where,  on  February  7, 1889,  after  considering 
the  evidence,  you  concurred  in  the  findings  of  the  register  and  receiver 
as  to  the  prior  settlement,  residence  and  improvement  of  Callahan  on 
the  tract  in  dispute,  but  reversed  that  portion  of  their  findings  as  to 
the  illegality  of  claimant's  settlement,  citing  as  authority  for  so  doing 
the  case  of  Joseph  W.  Mitchell  (7  L.  D.,  455),  and  held  protestant's 
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pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  cancellation  and  returned  the 
commutation  proof  '^for  further  attention."  From  this  decision  Beebe 
appealed  to  this  Department. 

Seviewing  the  evidence  in  the  case,  I  think  it  fairly  shows  that  Cal- 
lahan made  settlement  on  the  tract  covered  by  his  homestead  entry, 
and  established  his  residence  thereon  with  his  family,  to  the  exclusion 
of  one  elsewhere,  within  the  time  required  by  law,  and  that  the  same 
was  continuous. 

This  case  as  to  the  qualifications  of  Callahan  to  make  a  settlement  at 
the  date  he  alleges  seems  to  come  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  de- 
cision cited  by  your  office  and  in  the  later  decision  of  the  same  case, 
(8  L.  D.,  268). 

The  judgment  appealed  from  seems  to  be  justified  by  the  facts,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  rulings  applicable  to  such  cases,  and  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 


PRACTICE— EVIDBNCE—DBPOSITIOXS-TIMBER  CULTURE. 

FlEBCE  V.  MCDOUGAL. 

Failare  to  endorse  the  title  of  the  caase  on  the  envelope  enclosing  depositions  dops 
not  necessarily  exclade  the  depositions  from  consideration,  where  no  apparent 
prejudice  to  the  interests  of  either  party  results  from  the  absence  of  such  en- 
dorsement. 

A  technical  objection  to  the  regularity  of  depositions,  can  not  be  raised  on  trial,  by 
one  who  participates  in  the  examination  of  the  witiiesHes^  and,  at  such  time, 
takes  no  exception  to  tlie  proceedings. 

An  irregularity  in  the  transmission  of  depositions  may  bo  waived  by  agreement  of 
counsel. 

A  timber  cnlture  entry  must  be  canceled  if  the  evidence  shows  that  the  failure  to 
secure  a  growth  of  timber  results  f^om  the  want  of  ordinary  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  entryman. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  16, 3890. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Department  upon  the  appeal  of  C  Mc- 
Dongal  from  the  decision  of  your  office  holding  for  cancenRtion  his 
timber-culture  entry,  made  February  23, 1874,  for  the  SE.  J  See.  23,  T. 
18,  R.  18  W.,  Wa  Eeeney,  Kansas. 

Contest  was  filed  against  said  entry  February  24,  1885,  by  Honry 
Fierce,  alleging  that  the  entryman  had  failed  to  plow,  plant,  and  culti- 
vate to  trees  ten  acres,  as  required  by  law,  specifically  setting  forth  in 
his  affidavit  the  grounds  upon  which  said  allegation  is  based. 

At  the  hearing  ordered  upon  this  contest  counsel  for  the  entryman 
moved  to  suppress  the  depositions  of  witnesses  McFadden,  Burns,  Dart, 
Miller,  Donl^avy  and  Eoon,  upon  the  ground  that  said  depositions  were 
not  transmitted  to  the  local  officers  according  to  law,  there  being  no 
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endorsement  on  the  sealed  package  indicating  the  character  of  its  con- 
tents, or  that  the  depositions  were  sealed  by  or  in  the  presence  of  the 
officers  before  whom  they  were  taken.  He  also  moved  to  suppress  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  Hayes,  Anderson,  Beed,  Wood,  and  McFadden, 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  stipulation  between  the  parties  to 
take  said  testimony  before  A.  H.  Morris,  and  the  official  character  of 
Morris  was  not  authenticated. 

These  motions  were  overruled  by  the  local  officers,  and  upon  the  tes- 
timony submitted  they  found  that  the  charges  in  the  affidavit  of  con- 
test were  sustained,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

From  said  several  rulings  and  findings  the  entryman  appealed,  and 
upon  consideration  thereof  your  office  affirmed  the  rulings  and  findings 
of  the  local  office  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation.  Whereupon  the 
entryman  appealed,  alleging  error  in  said  decision,  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  In  holding  that  the  depositions  of  McFadden  and  others  were 
taken  under  a  commission  regularly  issued^  and  that  J:he  omission  of 
the  endorsement  of  the  title  of  the  case  on  the  envelope  was  not  essen- 
tial and  material,  and  was  not  a  fatal  defect. 

(2)  In  holding  that  there  was  any  stipulation  between  the  litigants 
to  authorize  the  taking  of  the  depositions  of  Hayes,  Anderson,  and 
others  before  A.  H.  Morris,  and  in  considering  said  testimony  as  evi- 
dence. 

(3)  In  holding  that  there  was  any  substantial  default  in  complying 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law  during  any  of  the  years  following  the 
entry  to  date  of  hearing. 

The  records  show  that  the  contestant,  in  complfance  with  rule  24, 
rules  of  practice,  made  affidavit  before  the  local  officers  that  McFadden, 
Bums  and  tiie  other  witnesses  therein  named  were  material  witnesses 
for  contestant,  and  resided  more  than  fifty  miles  from  the  local  office, 
and  at  the  same  time  filed  interrogatories  to  be  propounded  to  said  wit- 
nesses, stating  their  names  and  residence,  which  were  served  upon  the 
opposite  party.  Upon  this  a  commission  was  issued  by  the  local  offi- 
cers, appointing  A.  J.  Tawger,  clerk  of  the  district  court  for  Rush  county, 
Kansas,  to  execute  the  same,  and  in  pursuance  thereof,  said  testimony 
was  taken  by  the  person  named  therein,  and  was  returned  to  the  local 
officers  in  compliance  with  rules  28,  29  and  30,  of  practice,  except  in 
failing  to  have  ^Hhe  title  of  the  case  endorsed  on  the  envelope." 

While  it  is  true  that  rule  30  requires  that  the  title  shall  be  endorsed 
on  the  envelope  containing  the  deposition  and  should  be  observed,  yet, 
I  do  not  think  a  failure  so  to  do  is  necessarily  fatal  to  the  taking  of  the 
deposition.  A  rule  of  the  Department  may  always  be  waived  in  the 
interest  of  substantial  justice,  as  rules  are  made  to  facilitate  rather  than 
to  embarrass  and  defeat  it.  Caledonia  Mining  Oomp'any  v.  Bowen,  2 
L.  D.,  719. 
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There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that  the  failure  to  make  this 
endorsemeDt  was  prejadicial  to  the  rights  of  either  party  to  thecontro- 
Yorsy.  Tbe  depositions  appear  to  have  been  fairly  taken  and  correctly 
mirror  the  facts  as  given  by  the  witnesses.  Under  sach  circumstances, 
I  do  not  believe  there  was  any  sabstantial  errofr  in  the  local  office  over- 
ruling the  motion  to  suppress  the  depositions  for  that  reason.  Neither 
do  I  think  there  was  any  error  in  overmliog  the  motion  to  suppress  the 
testimony  of  Hayes  and  other  witnesses,  taken  before  A.  H.  Morris. 
The  evidence  of  these  witnesses  was  taken  under  a  stipulation  signed 
by  Fierce,  the  contestant,  and  A.  H.  Bain,  as  attorney  for  contestee, 
agreeing  that  the  testimony  shall  be  taken  at  Walnut  City,  Kansas,  ^'be- 
fore any  officer  authorized  to  administer  an  oath,  that  may  be  agreed 
upon  by  contestant  and  T.  H.  McDowell,  attorney  for  contestee  •  •  • 
*  *  waiving  all  irregularities  in  the  manner  in  which  said  depositions 
shall  be  taken  and  filed."  Mr.  McDougal  was  represented  by  his  attor- 
ney. The  testimony  of  said  witnesses  was  taken  without  objection  on 
his  part,  as  was  also  that  of  three  of  Fierce's  witnesses.  While  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  any  express  agreement  designating  Morris  as 
the  person  to  take  the  testimony,  yet  under  such  circnmstances  it  mast 
he  held  that  he  waived  any  objection  to  the  evidence  being  taken  by 
him  under  the  stipulation.  - 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  will  apply  to  him  in  such  case  in  all  its  rigor. 
He  will  not  be  permitted  to  appear,  conduct  an  examination  of  wit- 
nesses, offer  his  own  proof,  raise  no  objection  to  the  proceedings,  and 
when  the  testimony  is  offered  on  the  trial,  foe  the  first  time  make  an 
objection  of  this  technical  character.  No  complaint  is  made  that  the 
evidence  of  the  witnesses  was  not  taken  by  Mr.  Morris  as  given,  or  that 
Mr.  McDongal  did  not  have  an  equal  opportunity  with  his  adversary 
to  examine  the  witnesses  produced  at  the  hearing,  on  the  contrary,  it 
would  appear  that  Mr.  Fierce  represented  his  own  case  against  the 
attorney  of  McDougal,  hence,  it  would  seem  that  he  has  no  ground  of 
complaint  on  that  score. 

This  testimony  was  not  transmitted  by  mail,  but  was  delivered  to  the 
local  officers  by  contestant,  and  subsequently  he  and  Bain,  attorney  for 
contestee,  signed  an  agreemeni,  reciting  that  whereas  the  testimony  of 
Hayes,  Anderson  and  Reed  on  behalf  of  contestee  and  of  Wood  and 
McFadden  on  behalf  of  contestant  was  taken  before  said  Morris,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  and  was  not  transmitted  by  mail,  but  delivered  to  the 
local  officers  by  said  contestant:  «*Now,  therefore,  the  undersigned  con- 
testant, and  contestee  hereby  waive  any  and  all  objections  to  the  iireg- 
nlarity  that  may  exist  in  thus  transmitting  said  depositions,  and  the 
same  shall  be  treated  in  all  respects  as  if  they  had  been  regularly  trans- 
mitted by  the  United  States  mail." 

I  find  no  denial  of  the  authority  of  said  attorneystoactfor  and  tobind 
the  contestee  by  their  said  agreements,  nor  is  there  any  denial  that  said 
agreements  wore  signed  by  counsel  as  above  set  forth.    It  is  my  judg- 
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ment  that  the  action  of  the  local  office  on  these  preliuiinary  motious 
was  justified.  As  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  appears  that  this  entry 
was  made  February  23, 1874,  eleven  years  before  the  contest  was  filed. 
The  testimony  shows  that  the  entryman,  by  his  agent.,  planted  the  ten 
acres  required  by  law  with  seeds  and  cuttings,  during  the  first  five  years 
of  the  entry,  but  they  failed  to  grow,  and  he  continued  to  replant  ten 
acres  each  year  from  1878  to  1885,  except  two  years,  when  no  work  was 
done,  but  at  the  date  o  f  the  hearing  no  trees  of  any  size  or  age  were 
growing  on  the  claim,  except  a  few  straggling  sprouts  from  old  roots, 
and  the  land  on  which  the  seeds  and  cuttings  were  planted  was  then 
ovepgrown  with  weeds  and  grass.  The  failure  of  the  cuttings  and  seeds 
tor  grow  is  accounted  for  by  the  witnesses  for  the  contestee  by  reason  of 
excessive  drought,  and  they  swear  that  the  seeds  and  cuttings  did  not 
even  sprout  on  account  of  the  dry  weather,  and,  hence,  there  was  no 
necessity  tor  cultivation.  But  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  crops 
on  the  adjacent  farms  were  abundant  during  these  years,  and  that  tree 
culture  was  successful  on  other  claims  in  that  locality  during  the  same 
period.  Even  the  witnesses  for  the  contestee  admit  that  during  those 
years  there  were  good  seasons  part  of  the  time,  and  that  the  land  had 
not  been  properly  cultivated,  while  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  in- 
troduced by  contestant  shows  that  the  soil  on  this  claim  is  fertile  and 
that  if  the  planting  and  cultivation  had  been  done  in  the  proper  manner, 
trees  could  have  been  successfully  planted  and  grown. 

Considering  all  of  the  testimony,  there  is  sufficient  in  it  to  warrant 
the  finding  of  the  local  office  and  of  your  office  that  the  entryman  could 
have  secured  a  growth  of  timber  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in 
planting  and  cultivation,  and  failing  in  this  his  entry  must  be  canceled. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


RAIIillOAD  GRANT— WITHDRAW AL.-UNSURVEYED  I^ANI). 

Olney  V.  Hastings  and  Dakota  Ry.  Co.  (On  Review). 

A  withdrawal  in  aid  of  a  railroad  grant  takes  effect  upon  nnsarveyed,  as  well  as  s^^ 
yeyed  land. 

The  statns  of  land  at  date  of  definite  location  determines  whether  it  is  sabject  to 
the  grant,  irrespective  of  any  subsequent  order  of  withdrawal. 

A  plea  that  a  withdrawal  cannot  take  effect  before  the  company  accepts  the  condi- 
tions imposed  by  the  State  in  conferring  the  ^ant  upon  the  company,  if  effective 
for  any  purpose,  can  only  be  set  up  on  behalf  of  one  who  has  been  induced,  by 
such  condition  of  affairs  to  go  upon  land  otherwise  subject  to  said  withdrawal. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Auguil 

19,  1890. 

The  attorney  for  Frank  P.  Olney  has  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration 
and  revocation  of  departmental  decision  of  February  10, 1890  (10  L.  D., 
136)  in  the  case  of  Olney  v.  Hastings  and  Dakota  Ry.  Go.  involving  the 
NW.  i  of  Sec.  16,  T.  120  N.,  R.  43  W.,  MarshaU  (formerly  Benson)  land 
district  Minnesota. 
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This  land  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  July  4, 1866  (14 
Stat,  87)  to  the  State  of  Minnesota  to  aid  in  the  constrnction  of  a  rail- 
road from  Houston  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  State,  as  shown  by 
the  map  of  definite  location  filed  Jane  26,  1867.  On  April  22,  1868,  a 
withdrawal  of  all  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  was  ordered,  notice 
thereof  being  received  at  the  local  office  May  11, 1868.  On  April  12, 
1870,  the  plat  of  survey  of  this  township  was  filed  and  on  September  9, 
1870,  one  Augustas  E.  Field  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement 
for  said  tract  alleging  settlement  June  10, 1869.  On  November  14, 1887, 
Olney  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land  which  application 
was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  because  of  the  grant  to  the  company. 
Upon  appeal  to  your  office  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  was  re- 
versed upon  the  theory  that  prior  to  February  14, 1871,  it  had  been  the 
nniform  holding  that  "  withdrawals  were  not  effective  on  nnsurveyed 
lands  until  the  plat  thereof  was  filed  and  that  settlements  made  prior 
thereto  were  allowed  to  be  perfected  "  and  that  Field's  settlement  exist- 
ing at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  township  plat  served  to  except  the 
land  from  the  grant.  Upon  appeal  to  this  Department  that  decision 
was  reversed  by  the  decision  now  sought  by  the  motion  under  consider- 
ation to  be  revoked. 

In  support  of  said  motion  it  is  alleged  that  the  following  errors 
appear  in  said  decision — 

(1)  Error  in  holding  the  withdrawal  for  the  henefit  of  the  railroad  company  was 
effective  upon  nnsnrveyed  lands. 

(2)  Error  in  holdinc;  withdrawal  made  for  land  opposite  portions  of  the  road  not 
completed  within  the  time  limited  in  granting  act  and  before  date  of  acceptance  of 
aotof  leigislatare  of  Minnesota  of  February  8, 1878,  oould  be  effective  for  any  purpose. 

(3)  Error  in  holding  the  withdrawal  made  opposite  this  land  April  22,  1868,  and 
the  only  withdrawal  made,  was  efiectivo,  although  made  before  the  railroad  com- 
pany accepted  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Minnesota,  dated  March  7,  1867,  which 
conferred  the  grant  upon  the  company. 

(4)  Error  in  holding  the  grant  took  effect  upon  the  land  in  controversy  although 
at  date  of  definite  location  it  was  nnsurveyed  and  prior  to  and  at  date  of  survey  it 
was  occupied  by  an  actual  settler  under  the  pre-emption  law. 

(5)  Error  in  holding  the  land  was  not  absolutely  excepted  from  the  grant. 

(6)  Error  in  rejecting  the  application  of  Olney  to  enter  the  land. 

(7)  Error  in  holding  that  Olney  is  not  entitled  to  relief  under  the  act  of  April  21, 
1876. 

It  is  not  seriously  contended  that  a  withdrawal  does  not  under  the 
present  ruling,  take  effect  before  survey.  The  change  in  the  rulings  of 
Department  was  made  about  the  time  indicated  in  the  Commissioner's 
decision  above  referred  to  and  it  is  admitted  by  all  that  since  then 
it  has  been  held  that  such  withdrawals  operate  as  to  nnsurveyed  as 
well  as  surveyed  land.  This  disposes  of  the  tirst  allegation  of  error 
adversely  to  the  motion. 

The  second  and  third  allegations  may  be  considered  and  disposed  of 
together.  The  plea  that  the  withdrawal  could  not  take  effect  before  the 
acceptance  by  tlie  railroad  company  of  the  conditions  of  the  act  of  the 


188  DECISIONS   RELATING    TO    THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

State  legislatare  conferring  the  benefits  of  the  grant  upon  the  com. 
pany  or  that  the  company  had  failed  to  formally  signify  its  acceptance 
of  snoh  act  if  available  for  any  purpose  could  only  be  in  behalf  of  one 
who  was  induced  by  the  condition  of  afifairs  to  go  on  such  land  and  not 
in  behalf  of  one  who  like  Olney  went  on  the  land  after  the  conditioDS- 
of  the  grant  had  been  accepted  jand  complied  with.  There  is  no  Boffi- 
cient  reason  advanced  in  these  two  allegations  for  the  action  asked  by 
this  motion.  The  case  of  Hastings  and  Dakota  By.  Go.  v.  Bailey  (2  L 
D.,  640)  cited  does  not  sustain  the  contention  of  counsel,  for  in  that 
case  the  Department  refused  to  decide  what  effect  a  withdrawal  made 
before  the  grant  was  conferred  upon  the  company  would  have  as  to  land 
upon  which  an  entry  wa«  allowed  before  the  date  of  the  act  of  the  State 
legislature  conferring  the  grant  upon  the  company. 

The  question  as  to  whether  this  land  was  or  was  not  excepted  from 
the  order  of  withdrawal  is  of  little  importance  in  this  case.  The  rig^ht 
of  the  State  is  determined  by  the  condition  of  the  land  at  the  date  of 
the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  of  the  road  in  aid  of  the  con- 
struction of  which  the  land  is  to  be  appropriated.  This  land  was  vacant 
unappropriated  public  land  at  the  date  this  grant  attached  and  most 
be  held  to  have  passed  thereunder. 

What  might  have  been  the  effect  of  Field's  claim,  it  having  been 
allowed  in  accordance  with  the  rulings  of  the  Department  then  in  force, 
if  he  had  not  abandoned  it  but  were  here  asserting  rights  thereunder 
it  is  unnecessary  to  decide.  No  right  is  being  asserted  by  Field  or  any 
one  claiming  through  him.  Certainly  Dlney  can  not  be  allowed  to  plead 
with  success,  that  because  there  was  at  one  time  a  claim  that  wonld 
have  been  entitled  to  protection  because  made  in  accordance  with  cer- 
tain rulings  his  claim  initiated  years  after  a  change  in  such  rulings  is 
entitled  to  the  same  protection.  The  fourth  allegation  of  error  can  not 
be  sustained. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  allegations  are  merefy  formal  and  need  not  be 
considered  apart  from  the  others. 

It  is  insisted  that  it  was  error  to  hold  that  Olney  was  not  entitled  to 
relief  under  the  act  of  April  21,  1876,  but  it  is  not  specifically  stated 
which  section  of  that  act  applies  to  his  case.  In  the  brief  filed  in  sup- 
port of  this  motion,  after  reciting  the  class  of  claims  covered  by  each  of 
the  three  sections  the  following  language  is  used : 

It  18  not  clear  tbat  Field's  case  w^oiild  fall  witliin  any  of  these  classes.  If  it  is  held 
the  grant  and  the  withdrawal  ooald  be  effective  npon  unsnrveyed  land,  then  it  wonld 
not,  as  Field's  settlement  and  filing  was  after  notice  was  received  at  the  local  office. 

Again  after  referring  to  a  large  number  of  cases  decided  under  said 
act,  it  is  said  : 

These  cases  are  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that,  if  it  is  intended  to  hold 
Field  if  applying,  might  be  relieved  under  the  act  of  April  21,  1876,  bat  that  no  one 
else  could  if  applying  under  him,  it  is  not  in  harmony  with  previoas  rnlings  of  the 
Department. 
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It  was  not  however  intended  to  hold  in  the  decision  complained  of 
that  Field  would  have  been  entitled  to  relief  under  said  act.  The  only 
section  of  that  act  that  could  by  any  possible  construction  have  appli- 
cation  to  Field's  case  is  section  one,  and  it  was  said  in  the  decision 
under  consideration — '<  In  the  first  place  section  one  of  the  act  of  April 
21y  1876,  has  no  bearing  on  this  case."  It  is  thus  seen  that  the  hypothe- 
sis upon  which  all  those  cases  are  referred  to  has  no  existence.  Olney's 
elaim  does  not  fall  within  the  provisions  of  said  act.  He  did  not  assert 
any  claim  to  said  land  before  notice  of  withdrawal  reached  the  local 
office,  and  therefore  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  first 
section  of  said  act.  No  valid  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  existed 
for  this  laud  at  tbe  date  of  the  withdrawal  and  therefore  the  second 
section  does  not  apply.  Olney  has  not  been  allowed  to  make  an  entry 
and  he  does  not  therefore  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  third  sec- 
tion. 

In  addition  it  may  be  said  that  in  each  of  the  cases  cited  in  behalf  of 
Olney  there  was  at  the  date  notice  of  the  withdrawal  reached  the  local 
office  as  to  the  laud  involved  in  existence  a  valid  claim  and  in  that  ma- 
terial particalar  those  cases  differ  from  this  case  of  Olney.  This  motion 
can  not  be  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  Olney  is  entitled  to  relief 
ander  the  act  of  April  21, 1876.  After  a  careful  review  and  reconsid- 
eration of  this  case  in  the  light  of  the  argument  filed  and  the  cases  cited 
in  support  of  the  motion  to  revoke  and  rescind  the  decision  heretofore 
rendered,  I  find  no  sufficient  reason  for  such  action.  Said  motion  is 
therefore  over-ruled  and  the  decision  heretofore  rendered  is  adhered  to. 


TIMBBB-C(7]:iTUBE  CONTEST    BREAKING—GOOD  FAITH. 

Habbison  v.  Sghlagenhauf. 

I 

Failoie  to  break  the  full  amount  of  acreage  required  by  statute  does  not  call  for  can- 
cellation, where  good  faith  is  manifest,  and  the  default  is  cured  when  discovered. 

Acts  performed  in  compliance  with  law  after  contest  is  filed,  but  prior  to  service  of 
notice,  may  be  accepted  as  indicative  of  good  faith,  if  not  induced  by  actual  no- 
tice of  the  pending  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  19^  1890. 

Jacob  Schlagenhanf  made  timber-culture  entry  of  the  NW.  ^  Sec.  30, 
T.  12  B.,  B.  23  W.,  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas,  December  18,  1883,  and  on 
December  19, 1885,  William  S.  Harrison  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry,  alleging;  failure  ^^  to  break,  plow,  or  cultivate  the  second  five 
acres  during  the  second  year,  or  at  any  time  since  date  of  entry." 

Service  of  said  notice  of  contest  was  made  by  publication,  the  first 
notice  appearing  January  7^  1886. 
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UpoQ  the  hearing  had  thereon,  the  local  officers  found  that  the  pre- 
ponderance of  testimony  is  in  favor  of  the  contestant,  and  that  the  en- 
try should  be  canceled.  Upon  appeal  therefrom,  your  office  reversed 
said  finding  and  held  that  the  law  had  been  substantially  complied 
with,  and  dismissed  the  contest.  From  said  decision  the  contestant 
appealed. 

Prior  to  October,  1885,  about  five  acres  of  the  tract  had  been  broken 
and  cropped  to  oats  one  year,  and  during  that  month  said  five  acres 
were  planted  to  trees  and  tree  seeds.  On  December  22,  and  23, 1885, 
the  second  breaking  was  done,  but  upon  actual  measurement  of  both 
tracts  the  entire  quantity  of  land  broken  was  found  to  contain  a  frac- 
tion less  than  ten  acres. 

The  only  questions  involved  in  this  case  are,  whether  the  failore  to 
break  the  full  quantity  of  ten  acres  was  such  a  default  as  to  work  a  for- 
feiture of  the  claim,  and,  if  not,  whether  the  breaking  of  said  qaantity 
of  land  after  contest  and  prior  to  service  of  notice  will  defeat  it. 

One  of  the  witnesses  introduced  by  the  contestant  testified  that  he  is 
a  competent  surveyor,  and  upon  actual  measurement  of  the  tract  found 
it  to  contain  nine  acres  and  one  hundred  and  twenty-eight  rods, 
while  one  of  the  witnesses  introduced  by  contestee,  who  is  also  a  sur- 
veyor, testified  that  by  the  survey  made  by  him  he  found  it  to  contain 
nine  acres  and  thirteen  sixteenths  of  an  acre.  It  is  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  agent  of  the  entryman  who  did  the  last  breaking,  that  he 
supposed  when  he  finished  plowing  that  he  had  broken  over  ten  acres 
with  the  land  first  broken.  The  failure  to  break  the  full  quantity  of  ten 
acres,  lacking  only  a  small  fraction  of  an  acre,  was  clearly  the  result  of 
a  mere  error  of  judgment,  and  is  not  such  a  failure  to  comply  with  the 
law  as  to  warrant  the  forfeiture  of  the  claim. 

It  is  contended  by  contestant  that  the  entryman  had  notice  of  said 
contest  prior  to  January  7, 1886,  from  the  admission  of  Warner,  the 
agent  who  did  the  last  breaking,  that  he  knew  the  second  plowing  was 
done  on  the  22d  and  23d  of  December,  1885,  because  he  caught  Har- 
rison and  Ferris  surveying  the  land  on  the  21st,  and  marked  it  in  an 
almanac.  This  does  not  prove  that  either  the  agent  or  the  entryman 
knew  at  the  time  that  a  contest  had  been  filed  against  the  entry,  and 
although  an  attempt  to  cure  a  default  after  a  contest  has  been  filed, 
but  before  service,  can  not  be  accepted  as  evidence  of  good  faith,  if  such 
action  is  induced  by  the  contest,  yet  the  default  may  be  cured,  if  the 
action  was  not  induced  by  actual  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  contest 

Besides,  in  this  case  Warner,  the  agent,  testified  that  ho  supposed 
from  information  received  from  Roddick,  who  did  the  first  breaking,  that 
eleven  acres  had  been  broken,  and  the  entryman  swears  from  informa- 
tion received  by  him  he  believed  the  full  quantity  of  land  had  been 
broken,  as  he  paid  Ileddick  for  breaking  that  quaittity,  and,  although 
this  is  denied  by  Roddick,  it  is  confirmed  by  the  letter  of  Roddick  to 
J.  T.  Buck.    He  swears  that  the  first  intimation  he  had  of  the  deficiency 
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was  obtained  from  a  letter  written  by  Warner,  bis  agent,  wbicb  be  re- 
ceived between  tbe  19th  and  23d  of  December,  1885.  ^^A  timber  cult- 
ure entry  will  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  break  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  acres,  where  the  entry  man  honestly  supposed  that  he  had  complied 
with  tbe  law,  and  made  good  the  deficiency  as  soon  as  practicable  after 
its  discovery.'*  Purmort  v.  Zerfing  (9  L.  D.,  180). 
The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— APPWCATION- APPEAL  -POSSESSION. 

MASSEY  V.  Malaohi. 

The  righto  of  an  applicant  for  pnblio  land  shonld  not  be  prejudiced  by  mistake  of  the 
local  office. 

The  failure  of  an  applicant  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  his  application,  does  not 
impair  his  claim,  if  he  is  not  advised  of  his  right  of  appeal  to  the  Commissioner. 

When  an  application  is  rejected  by  the  local  office,  the  date  of  its  presentation,  and 
the  reason  for  the  rejection  should  be  noted  thereon. 

One  who  goes  npon  land  covered  by  the  open  and  notorious  occupancy  and  possession 
of  another  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  any  rights  that  may  exist  in  the  prior  occu- 
pant. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office j  August  19,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Bobert  J.  Massey  v.  Lindsey  Malachi 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  February  23, 1889,  dis- 
missing his  contest  against  the  homestead  entry  of  the  latter,  for  the  E. 
J  NW.  i  and  W.  J  NB.J  of  Sec.  30,  T.  18  S.,  R.  2  W.,  Montgomery,  Ala- 
bama land  district. 

Malachi  made  homestead  entry  for  said  land  on  October  30, 1886,  and 
on  Febranry  26, 1887,  Massey  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same 
alleging: 

That  he  had  resided  upon  the  land  since  1881 ;  that  the  said  Lindsey  Malachi  knew 
that  the  contestant  resided  upon  said  land  at  the  time  he  entered  the  tract ;  that  said 
tract  is  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law,  and  that 
contestant  is  the  only  person,  with  his  family,  who  resides  upon  said  tract,  and  that 
he  has  resided  on  said  tract  and  improed  and  cultivated  the  same  since  January 
or  February  1881,  and  that  he  had  applied  to  enter  the  same  several  times  before  the 
same  was  entered  by  said  Lindsey  Malaohi,  and  that  his  applications  have  been  re- 
jected by  the  register  of  the  local  office  and  his  money  returned  to  his  attorney,  £.  E. 
Falton. 

Notice  of  contest  was  given,  and  the  hearing  set  for  May  10, 1887,  on 
which  day  Massey  appeared  with  counsel  and  witnesses.  Malachi  ap- 
peared and  asked  continnance  becanse  of  the  absence  of  his  attorney. 
A  continnance  was  denied  and  the  testimony  taken,  and  npon  consider- 
ation of  the  same  the  register  and  receiver  held  the  entry  of  Malachi 
for  cancellation,  from  which  order  he  appealed  to  yonr  office,  and  on 
February  23, 1889,  you  reversed  said  decision  and  dismissed  said  con- 
test, from  which  judgment  Massey  appealed  to  this  office* 
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Ooansel  for  Malachi  has  filed  a  demurrer,  motion  and  answer  to  the 
specifications  of  error  assigned  in  the  appeal.  I  have  considered  each 
objection,  and  am  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  well  taken.  lo  my 
judgment  the  specifications  are  sufficient  in  law  and  substantially  true 
in  fact. 

The  record  shows  that  in  1881,  Massey  applied  to  enter  the  tract  in 
controversy,  but  his  application  was  rejected  because  the  local  officers 
believed  it  was  listed  as  coal  land.  The  books  of  your  office  do  oot 
show  that  said  tract  in  question  was  ever  reported  as  mineral  or  coal 
land,  but  on  the  contrary  that  the  same  w^s  subject  to  entry  as  agri- 
cultural land. 

In  1885,  he  again  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  tract,  and 
on 'August  24,  1885,  the  local  officers  notified  him  of  the  rejection  of  his 
application,  saying — <*  The  application  is  not  allowed  because,  upon  ex- 
amination of  the  mineral  list  on  file  in  this  office,  I  find  that  the  land 
mentioned  has  been  classed  coal,  and  is  not  subject  to  H'd  entr^'."  Massey 
was  not  advised  of  his  right  of  appeal,  and  in  each  case  he  did  what  he 
could  to  place  an  entry  on  record.  The  local  officers  through  a  mistake, 
rejected  his  applications  through  no  fault  of  his,  and  he  should  not  be 
prejudiced  by  the  error  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

Now  turniug  to  the  evidence  in  the  case,  from  an  examination  of  the 
testimony,  I  think  it  substantially  establishes  the  allegations  of  the 
affidavit  of  contest.  It  shows  that  the  contestant  made  settlement  upon 
the  land  in  February  1881;  that  he  erected  a  house  with  kitchen  at- 
tached, built  a  corn  crib,  two  stables,  a  barn,  and  cleared  between 
twenty  and  twenty-three  acres  of  land  which  he  fenced  aud  cultivated 
until  after  the  entry  of  Malachi.  During  the  time  from  1881  till  1887, 
he  resided  with  his  family  on  the  land,  with  the  exception  of  a  short 
time  when  his  family  were  absent  so  that  his  children  could  attend 
school;  during  this  time,  his  stock  and  property  except  some  household 
goods  were  kept  on  the  tract  and  he  made  his  home  there  and  cultivated 
the  land  during  their  absence. 

In  the  spring  of  1887,  Malachi  went  upon  the  land  and  erected  a  board 
box  house,  twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  without  any  chimney;  he  made  no 
other  improvement;  he  moved  some  household  goods  into  the  house 
and  stayed  there  a  part  of  the  time, — ^he  says  his  wife's  health  was  such 
he  could  not  move  his  family  into  the  house. 

In  your  decision  you  give  much  promineuce  to  the  fact  that  Massey 
did  not  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers  rejecting  his  apphca- 
tion,  and  because  no  appeal  was  taken  within  thirty  days,  you  say  he 
can  not  now  be  heard  to  allege  that  he  has  the  superior  right  to  enter 
said  land.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  he  was  not  advised  '^  of  his  right  of 
appeal  to  the  Commissioner  "  as  required  by  paragraph  2  of  rule  06,  of 
Practice. 

It  may  be  further  noted  that  the  local  officers  failed  to  indorse  upon 
said  application  either  the  date  when  presented,  or  their  reasons  for 
rejecting  it  as  required  by  paragraph  1,  of  same  rule. 
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Again  yoa  reject  his  claim  because  adverse  rights  have  iutervened, 

bat  when  Malachi  went  upon  this  land,  Massey  had  his  improvements 

thereon,  as  well  as  his  stock  and  property ;  his  fields  were  enclosed,  and 

he  had  been  for  five  years  in  open  notorious  possession,  of  all  of  which 

Malachi  had  full  knowledge  when  be  went  upon  the  tract.    It  is  quite 

clear  that  Massey  was  prior  in  time,  in  making  settlement  upon  the  land 

and  in  filing  his  application  to  enter  the  same,  and  the  testimony  does  not 

show  any  abandonment  of  his  claim  to  make  entry  and  make  his  home 

upon  the  land.    Aside  from  this,  the  equity  of  the  case  is  with  Massey. 

It  was  not  his  fault  that  his  entry  was  not  allowed,  his  improvements 

are  lasting  and  valuable,  while  those  of  Malachi  are  very  meagre.    It 

seems  that  both  the  law  and  equity  would  allow  the  claim  of  Massey. 

Your  decision  is  reversed.    Massey  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  from 

notice  of  this  decision  within  which  to  complete  his  entry  by  payment 

of  fees,  etc.    Malachi's  entry  will,  in  the  meantime,  be  suspended  and 

in  the  event  that  Massey  completes  his,  Malachi's  entry  will  be  canceled, 

otherwise  it  will  remain  intact. 


contest— proceedings  by  the  government. 

Louis  v.  Taylor. 

No  rights  can  be  avqaired  under  an  affidavit  of  contest  filed  darins  the  pendency  of 
an  order  on  the  entryman  to  show  canse  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled 
ior  failure  to  submit  final  proof  within  the  statutory  period. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  19, 1890. 

On  Jnne  20, 1888,  William  A.  Louis  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  (allege 
iog  abandonment)  against  the  homestead  entry  made  by  John  W.  Tay- 
lor August  15, 1879,  for  the  SE.  i  Sec.  8,  T.  11  S.,  K.  32  W.,  (Hays  City 
series)  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas. 

The  said  affidavit  was,  as  shown  by  cDdorsement,  rejected  at  the  local 
office  for  the  reason  that  ''  the  government  has  already  taken  steps  to 
procure  the  cancellation  of  this  entry.''  This  action  on  appeal  by  Louis 
was  affirmed  by  your  office  decision  of  September  18, 1888.  Louis  ap- 
peals. 

It  appears  that  your  office,  by  letter  dated  January  6, 1888,  instructed 
the  local  officers  to  "  advise  Taylor  that  the  statutory  period  within 
which  proof  is  required  to  be  submitted  had  explnHl,  and  to  cite  him  to 
show  canse  within  thirty  days  why  his  entry  should  not  be  declared 
forfeited  and  canceled  for  noncompliance  with  said  legal  requirement;" 
that  notice  of  said  order  was  sent  to  Louis  by  registered  letters,  which 
were  "  returned  uncalled  for,"  and  that  so  far  as  the  record  discloses 
the  proceeding  referred  to  is  still  pending. 
2497— VOL  11 13 
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The  case  at  bar  is  in  all  material  respecto  similar  to  that  of  Dean  v. 
Peterson  (11  L.  D.,  102),  involving  land  in  the  same  district,  wherein 
the  Department  held  that  no  rights  conld  be  acquired  nnder  an  affidavit 
of  contest  filed  daring  the  pendency  of  proceedings  by  the  govemment 
against  the  entry.  Bee  also  Oaiming  v.  Fail  (10  L.  D.,  657) ;  Dmry  f . 
Shetterly  (9  L.  D.,  211) ;  Arthur  B.  Cornish  (Id^  609). 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  and 
is  hereby  affirmed. 


MOTION  FOB  BSVISW-TBAN8FIBBEE. 

Otto  Soldan. 

A  transferee  who  desires  to  be  heard  on  review  mast  set  up  facts  saffioient  to  show 
that  he  is  entitled  to  sach  hearing. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommiesianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Aiigusi 

19, 1890. 

The  attorney  for  D.  Bhomberg  claiming  to  be  the  assignee  of  the 
mortgage  of  Otto  Soldan  has  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental 
decision  of  October  23, 1888,  rejecting  Soldan's  commutation  proof  un- 
der his  homestead  entry  for  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  i  Sec.  21  and  the  W.  j^ 
of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  22,  T.  113  N.,  B.  61  W.,  Huron  Sonth  Dakota  land 
district. 

In  support  of  this  motion  for  review  the  following  allegations  are 
made: — 

First:  Said  decision  is  not  in  aooordance  with  the  law,  as  oonstraed  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  many  decisions. 

Second :  That  the  rule  of  law  as  established  in  the  decisions  of  the  Honorable  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  was  ignored  and  not  applied  to  the  case  herein.  We  ask  that 
the  case  be  reviewed  in  the  light  of  the  established  rule  of  law. 

This  motion  was  not  however  filed  until  February  20, 1890,  a  year 
and  four  months  after  the  rendition  of  the  decision  complained  of. 

In  support  of  his  right  to  appear  in  the  case  Bhomberg  files  hif  affi- 
davit dated  February  13,  1890,  as  follows  :— 

If  D.  Bhomberg  being  duly  sworn  depose  and  say  that  said  Otto  Soldan,  executed 
a  mortgage  to  F.  T.  Walker,  that  said  mortgage  was  duly  assigned  to  affiant ;  that 
this  affiant  has  had  no  notice  of  the  decision  of  the  Hon.  Secretary,  fh>m  the  local 
land  office  at  Huron  S.  D.,  but  only  learned  of  said  decision  indirectly. 

That  affiant  is  informed  and  believes  such  information  to  be  true,  that  the  claimftot 
Otto  Soldan  is  dead  ;  that  it  will  be  impossible  for  that  reason  to  comply  with  the 
said  decision  requiring  new  proof  to  be  made;  that  affiant  is  now  the  owner  and  m- 
signee  of  the  said  mortgage. 

The  facts  presented  by  this  affidavit  are  not  sufficient  to  show  the 
right  of  this  party  to  be  heard.  It  is  not  stated  when  this  mortgage 
was  executed  or  when  the  i^etitioner  here  became  the  owner  thereof  by 
assignment.    One  or  both  of  these  events  may  have  occurred  after  the 
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time  prescribed  for  the  filing  of  motions  of  this  character  had  expired. 
Again  it  is  not  shown  that  the  petitioner  ever  filed  in  the  local  office  a 
statement  showing  his  interest  in  the  entry  as  is  required  to  entitle  him 
to  notice  of  any  action  had  in  regard  thereto.  John  J.  Dean  (10  L.  D., 
446).  If  he  purchased  after  the  decision  complained  of  was  rendered  or 
if  he  faQed  to  take  such  action  as  was  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  re- 
oeive  notice,  he  can  not  be  heard  to  complain  of  not  receiving  notice  of 
that  decision.  He  fails  to  state  when  he  came  to  a  knowledge  of  the 
decision  complained  of  or  that  the  motion  now  presented  was  within  a 
reasonable  time  thereafter. 

On  acconnt  of  the  failure  to  set  up  such  factet  as  show  he  is  entitled 
to  be  now  heard  the  motion  for  review  must  be  and  is  hereby  denied. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— PREEMPTION  FILING. 

Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

A  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing  of  record,  at  the  date  when  the  grant  becomes 
effective,  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

Under  the  pre-emption  act  of  March  3,  1843,  a  filing  for  unoffered  land  protected  the 
claim  of  the  settler  nntil  the  conimoncement  of  public  sale,  and  this  protection 
was  not  modified  nntil  the  passage  of  the  acts  of  Jnly  14,  1870,  nnd  March  3, 
1871. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August  19, 

1890. 

1  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Central  Pacific  railroad  company 
from  yonr  office  decision  of  March  12,  1889,  affirming  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  in  rejecting  list  25,  embracing  the  SE.  J  Sec.  33,  T.  12  N., 
B.  7  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Sacramento,  California. 

The  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  gmnt  for  said  company  as  shown 
by  the  map  designating  the  route  of  the  road,  filed  June  30, 1862,  upon 
which  a  withdrawal  was  ordered  August  2, 1862,  and  as  shown  by  the 
map  of  definite  location  filed  March  26,  1864. 

The  township  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  office  in  the  year  1856.  It 
appears  from  the  records  that  on  May  28, 1857,  one  H.  H.  Jones  filed 
declaratory  statement  for  the  tract,  alleging  settlement  on  January  16, 
1854. 

On  September  12,  1885,  the  company  offered  testimony  before  the 
local  officers  to  show  that  Jones  had  never  actually  made  settlement 
on  the  tract  and  those  officers  decided  thathe  had  never  lived  on  the  land. 
The  papers  were  forwarded,  and  your  office  on  January  23, 1886,  held 
that  Jones' filing  subsisting  at  the  date  the  company's  rights  attached 
excepted  the  tract  from  the  grant.  On  appeal  that  decision  was  affirmed 
by  the  Department  July  17, 1888,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Maloue 
9.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (7  L.  D.,  13).    Notice  of  this  decis- 
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ion  was  given  the  company  on  Angnst  27, 1887.  It  appears  that  on 
Angnst  28, 1888,  one  Frank  O.  Taylor  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract  which  on  July  1, 1889,  he  commuted  to  cash  entry.  On  January  14, 
1889,  the  company  presented  said  list  25  to  the  local  officers.  It  em- 
braced only  the  land  in  question,  and  was  rejected  on  the  authority  of 
the  decision  of  the  Department,  supra. 

On  this  appeal  the  attorney  for  the  company  states  that  on  March  28, 
1889,  he  discovered  that  this  tract  was  proclaimed  for  sale  by  the  Pres- 
ident's proclamation  of  June  30, 1858,  and  urges  that  as  Jones  had  not 
made  proof  and  payment  on  the  date  fixed  for  the  opening  of  the  sales, 
February  14, 1859,  his  filing  was  thereafter  invalid. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  proclamation  included  said  township  12  N., 
of  range  7  E.,  it  also  declared  that — 

No  '  mineral  landed  or  tracts  containing  mineral  deposits  are  to  be  offered  at  the 
public  sales,  sach  mineral  lands  being  hereby  expressly  excepted  and  excluded  from 
sale  or  other  disposal,  porsnant  to  the  reqnirements  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3, 1853. 

Pursuant  to  this  direction  the  local  officers  withheld  from  offering 
and  sale  all  of  said  section  33,  as  api)ears  by  their  report  dated  March 
18, 1859.  After  stating  all  the  offerings  and  sales  made  in  said  town- 
ship and  rauge,  the  report  concludes,  ^'  All  the  balance  of  the  township 
reserved,  mineral  lands."    All  of  section  33  was  so  reserved. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  tract  in  question  remained  in  the  category 
of  unoffered  lands,  and  was  not  proclaimed  for  sale.  The  pre-emption 
act  of  March  3, 1843  (5  Stat.,  620),  provided  that  the  settler  on  nnof- 
fered  land  might  make  proof  and  payment  at  any  time  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  public  sale,  which  should  embrace  his  land.  Until 
sach  time  arrived  the  filing  protected  the  claim  of  the  settler.  This  was 
the  status  of  the  law  at  the  time  said  company's  rights  attached,  and  it 
so  continued  until  modified  by  the  act  of  July  14, 1870  (16  Stat^  279), 
which  provided  that — 

All  claimants  of  pre-emption  rights  shaU  hereafter,  when  no  shorter  period  of  time 
is  now  prescribed  by  law,  make  the  proper  proof  and  payment  for  the  lands  claimed, 
within  eighteen  months  after  the  date  prescribed  for  filing  their  declaratory  notices 
shall  have  expired :  Provided^  That  where  said  date  shall  have  ^lapsed  before  tbe 
passage  of  this  act,  said  pre-emptors  shall  have  one  year  after  the  passage  hereof  in 
which  to  make  sach  proof  and  payment. 

By  joint  resolution  of  March  3,  1871  (Ibid.  601),  the  time  was  still 
farther  extended  twelve  months,  making  in  all  the  thirty  months  now 
incorporated  in  section  2267  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  filing  in  question  did  not  expire  by  lim- 
itation until  July  14, 1872.  As  it  was  of  record  and  prima  facie  valid 
at  the  date  the  company's  rights  attached  it  served  to  except  the  trace 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  under  the  raling  announced  in  the 
Malone  case  supra.  See  also  Northern  Pacific  B.  R.  Co,  v.  Stovenoar 
(10  L.  D.,  646). 
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Other  qnestioDS  are  Baggested  by  the  record  in  the  case,  bat  this  dis- 
position renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  them. 
The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST^El^LEMENT  BIGHTS. 

Pool  v.  Molouohnet. 

A  settlement  claim  on  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another  attaohee  instantly  ou  the 

cancellation  of  snch  entry. 
No  rights  are  secured  as  against  the  government  by  settlement  on  land  withdrawn 

from  entry y  bat,  as  between  two  claimants  for  snch  land  priority  of  settlement 

may  be  considered. 

First  As^vdant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  20, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Joseph  Pool  v.  Patrick  Molonghney, 
iD\  olTing  the  S.  ^  of  the  SE.  \,  the  NW.  ^  of  the  SE.  \,  and  the  NE.  \ 
of  the  SW.  ^,  of  Sec.  9,  T.  20  S.,  B.  10  E.,  San  Francisco  land  district, 
California. 

Moloaghiiey  made  soldier's  homestead  entry  of  tract  described  on 
May  24,  1886— the  same  day  upon  which  it  was  restored  to  the  public 
domain  from  a  reservation  theretofore  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  At- 
lantic and  Pacific  Bailroad. 

On  July  23, 1886 — within  two  months  after  the  tract  had  been  restored 
to  the  public  domain — Joseph  Pool  filed  his  homestead  application,  ac- 
companied by  the  proper  affidavits,  alleging  settlement  May  14, 1886. 

The  local  oflice  issued  notice  to  Moloughney,  summoning  him  to  ap- 
pear, on  October  11th  ensuing,  before  the  county  clerk  of  the  county  in 
which  the  land  was  situated,  and  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not 
be  canceled,  and  Pool  be  allowed  to  make  entry  of  said  land. 

Testimony  in  the  case  was  taken  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in 
the  notice,  both  parties  appearing  in  person  and  by  counsel.  The  testi- 
mony shows  that  in  1885  Pool's  brother  rented  the  land  from  a  third 
party  who  owned  the  improvements  thereon ;  that  Pool  and  his  brother 
cultivated  crops  thereon  in  partnership;  that  in  October,  1885,  the 
brother  bought  the  improvements,  and  sold  them  to  Pool  on  May  14, 
1886 ;  that  said  improvements  consisted  of  a  fourroom  dwelling-house, 
a  barn,  and  about  sixty-five  acres  under  fence — tbe  most  of  which  was 
under  cultivation )  that  when  Moloughney  made  his  entry,  Pool  had 
twenty-five  acres  of  barley  and  twelve  acres  of  wheat  on  the  land;  that 
after  the  date  when  Pool  purchased  the  improvements  of  his  brother, 
and  before  Moloughney's  entry,  Pool  had  been  much  of  the  time  em- 
ployed on  the  tract,  cutting  hay  and  doing  other  farm  work — although 
he  did  not  establish  actual  residence  thereon  until  June  10, 1886,  for  the 
reason  that  his  brother  could  not  sooner  vacate  the  house,  because  of 
sickness  in  his  family. 
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As  to  Moloaghney,  it  appeared  that  be  never  saw  the  tract  until 
some  time  in  August,  1888 ;-  aud  that  he  established  residence  thereon 
in  September  of  the  same  year. 

The  notice  of  the  hearing  failed  to  fix  a  time  for  a  final  hearing  before 
the  local  ofBcers ;  but  they  rendered  judgment  January  21, 1887,  in  favor 
of  Pool.  If  there  were  any  irregularities  in  the  mode  of  procedure,  no 
objection  was  made  thereto  at  the  time. 

Your  office,  on  January  24, 1S89,  rendered  a  decision  affirming  the 
judgment  of  the  local  officers. 

From  your  decision  Moloughney  appeals  on  the  following  grounds : 

(1)  The  decision  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  ev^idence. 

(3)  The  original  notice  addreseed  to  Molonghney,  fixed  no  time  for  a  hearing  before 
the  register  and  receiver ;  and  the  informality  or  want  of  such  notice  was  not  waived 
by  Moloughney. 

(3)  The  soldier's  homestead  entry,  No.  75:^,  filed  by  Patrick  Moloaghney  on  May 
24,  1886,  was  the  only  legal  filing  apon  the  land  in  qaestiou,  as  the  land  was  only  re- 
stored to  the  public  domain  on  the  24th  of  May,  1886,  and  prior  to  that  date  could 
not  have  been  located  upon  as  public  land. 

The  appeal  does  not  question  the  finding  of  your  offijce  as  to  facts. 

The  first  allegation  is  so  general  in  its  nature — failing  to  ^<  clearly  and 
concisely  designate  the  error''  complained  of — that  it  requires  no  notice 
(Bule  88  of  Practice). 

The  second  objection  is  raised  for  the  first  time  on  the  appeal  fix)m 
your  office.  As  Moloughney  appeared  in  obedience  to  the  notice  at  the 
time  and  place  fixed  therein,  without  protest  or  objection,  and  in  his 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office  to  your  office  still  omitted 
to  make  any  protest  or  objection  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  he 
must  be  held  to  have  waived  such  objection,  and  it  is  too  late  to  raise 
it  now.  As  said  in  Oumaer  v.  Garine  (9  L.  D.,  643),  <^  this  is  too  well 
settled  to  require  the  citation  of  authorities." 

The  third  objection,  if  literally  true,  does  not  necessarily  carry  with 
it  a  decision  in  favor  of  Moloughney.  While  it  may  be  conceded  that 
Moloughney's  homestead  was  the  only  legal  ^'filing"  on  the  land 
(on  May  24, 1886),  it  by  no  means  follows  that  such  filing  constituted 
the  only  legal  claim.  The  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that, 
where  land  had  been  covered  by  a  homestead  or  other  entry  that 
was  afterward  canceled,  settlement  upon  the  tract  prior  to  such  can- 
cellation, especially  if  attended  by  the  possession  and  ownership  of 
valuable  improvements,  whether  made  or  purchased,  was  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  legal  claim,  that  would  attach  to  the  land  the  instant  it 
become  again  a  part  of  the  public  domain.  *  See  McAvinney  v.  Mc- 
Xamara  (3  L.  D.,  552) ;  Millis  v.  Burge  (4  L.  D.,  446) ;  Gathran  v.  Davis 
(6  L.  D.,  249) ;  Wiley  v.  Raymond  (6  L.  D.,  246) ;  Krugerv.  Dumbolton 
(7  L.  D.,  212).  The  same  rule  has  been  applied  where  land  has  been 
withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  a  railroad  company.  See  Peterson  v. 
Kitchen  (2,  O.  L.  O.,  181);  Houf  u.  Gilbert  (6  L.  D.,  239). 
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Furthermore,  the  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  while  no 
party  conld  secore  any  right  as  against  the  United  States,  by  vir- 
tue of  a  settlement  made  npon  a  tract  withdrawn  fh>m  entry,  still  as 
between  two  claimants  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement  can 
properly  be  considered  in  determining  their  rights  to  the  tract  in  con- 
test. See  Geer  r.  Farrington  (4  L.  D.,  410) ;  Ondmnnson  v.  Morgan  (6 
L.  D.,  147) ;  Bothwell  v.  Crockett  (9  L.  D.,  89) ;  Wiley  v.  Raymond  (6 
L.  D.,  246);  Tarrt^.  Bnrnham  (6  L.  D.,  709). 

Yonr  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBEB  CULTUBE  CONTEST-SECOND  CONTEST— NOTICE. 

BuBDiCK  V.  Robinson. 

The  right  to  proceed  under  a  contest,  held  in  abeyance  pending  final  action  on  the 
prior  suit  of  another  against  the  same  entry,  matures  on  the  withdrawal  of  the 
prior  contest. 

The  failnre  of  the  local  office  to  act  on  an  application  to  contest  will  not  defeat  the 
right  of  the  contestant  thereunder. 

An  application  to  enter  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  timber  oaltare  contest. 

Questions  affecting  the  sufficiency  of  notice  can  only  be  raised  by  the  defendant,  or 
those  claiming  under  him. 

Where  the  Commissioner  directs  the  taking  of  additional  testimony,  his  authority  to 
render  a  decision  on  the  whole  record  as  finally  presented,  is  not  affected  by  the 
action  of  the  local  office  on  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  rehearing. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  21, 1890. 

The  appeal  of  Maggie  J.  Bnrdick  from  your  office  decision  of  Jan- 
nary  14, 1889,  in  the  case  of  Maggie  J.  Bnrdick  v.  Charles  O.  Robin- 
son, has  been  considered. 

May  28, 1878,  Peter  0.  Johnson  made  timber-culture  entry  No.  912 
for  the  SW.  |  of  Sec.  32,  T.  103,  B.  53,  Mitchell,  Dakota. 

Many  contests  were  initiated  and  withdrawn,  or  abandoned,  which 
will  not  be  noticed,  here,  because  they  are  not  necessary  to  the  determina- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  case.  For  my  purpose  the  record 
shows  that  on  January  30, 1883,  Elizabeth  A.  Cooper  filed  affidavit  of 
contest  against  said  entry,  and  on  February  12, 1883,  the  defendant 
Bobinson  likewise  left  at  the  local  office  an  affidavit  for  the  purpose  of 
contesting  said  entry,  and  asked  that  said  affidavit  be  filed  and  uotice 
issned,  but  the  filing  was  delayed  until  the  27th  day  of  February,  1883, 
for  the  reasons  hereinafter  set  out. 

February  27, 1883,  Maggie  J.  Bnrdick  initiated  a  contest  against  said 
entry,  and  on  the  12th  day  of  June,  1883,  she  moved  the  register  and 
receiver  to  dismiss  the  Bobinson  contest  because  of  her  priority  of 
right  to  contest  the  entry  by  the  filing  of  the  affidavit.  This  motion 
.was  sustained  at  the  ex-parte  hearing,  July  25, 1883«  and  her  affidavit 
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(of  contest)  allowed  on  the  same  day,  from  which  decision  Bobinson 
appealed  to  the  Gommissiuer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  the  only 
question  presented  by  the  record  is,  whether  Bobinson  or  Burdick  is 
the  prior  bona  fide  contestant,  Bobinson  having  procured  the  withdrawal 
of  the  Cooper  contest  prior  to  filing  his  own,  and  the  abandonment  and 
default  of  the  entryman,  Johnson,  being  conceded. 

The  evidence  accompanying  the  record  above  noted  shows  that  this 
matter  has  been  twice  considered  by  the  local  officers :  first  in  1883  by 
William  Letcher,  register,  and  Hiram  Barber,  Jr.,  receiver;  second,  in 
1886  by  George  B.  Everitt,  register,  and  T.  P.  Singiser,  receiver.  The 
last  investigation  was  ordered  by  the  Commissioner  on  examination  of 
the  record  presented  by  the  appeal  of  Charles  C.  Bobinson  firom  the 
decision  of  the  first-named  officers,  dismissing  his  contest  on  motion  of 
Maggie  J.  Burdick.  The  reasons  assigned  by  the  register  and  receiver 
for  dismissing  the  Bobinson  contest  on  the  motion  of  Burdick  are,  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  affidavit  to  authorize  service  by  publication,  and 
that  in  his  application  to  enter,  accompanying  said  affidavit,  he  incor- 
rectly describes  the  land  contested.  The  defect  in  the  affidavit  was  fail- 
ure to  show  diligence  to  secure  personal  service.  The  defect  in  the 
application  to  enter  was  in  describing  the  land  as  in  range  54,  instead 
of  range  53.  The  receiver  also  found  that  Burdick's  contest  was  en- 
titled to  priority.  The  reheariug  was  had  January  4,  1886,  on  which 
the  register  and  receiver  awarded  the  right  of  contest  to  Bobinson. 
Burdick  appealed  from  their  decision  to  the  Commissioner,  who  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  Burdick  now  appeals  therefrom  to 
this  Department.  The  evidence  on  rehearing  shows  that  on  the  12tb 
of  February,  1883,  Bobinson  left  with  the  contest  clerk  of  the  land  office 
at  Mitchell,  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Johnson's  entry,  and  that 
the  clerk  refused  to  file  it,  because  Elizabeth  H.  Cooper  had  a  contest  on 
file  against  the  same  entry.  He,  however,  retained  the  papers  to  await 
the  Cooper  contest.  On  February  20,  1887,  Bobinson  by  the  payment 
of  fifty  dollars  to  Cooper  procured  the  withdrawal  of  her  contest,  and 
on  the  same  day  presented  the  same  to  the  clerk  and  asked  that  notice 
be  issued  thereon.  The  clerk,  one  Crennan,  informed  him  that  his 
papers  were  lost  and  that  he  would  make  further  search  for  them,  and, 
if  he  could  not  find  them,  he  would  notify  Bobinson  and  he  would  be 
allowed  to  file  other  papers ;  that  on  February  26, 1887,  Tiffany,  attor- 
ney for  Bobinson,  presented  to  Crennan  a  new  set  of  papers,  but  Cren- 
nan rejected  them,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  not  searched  sufficiently 
for  the  original  one;  that  on  the  27th  day  of  February,  1887,  the  papers 
were  accepted  and  notice  issued  to  Bobinson.  This  evidence  is  con- 
tained in  the  affidavit  of  D.  C.  Tiffany,  attorney  for  Bobinson,  and  is 
corroborated  by  Bobinson.  J.  P.  Crennan,  the  clerk,  also  subscribes  to 
an  affidavit  admitting  the  tender  of  the  Bobinson  contest  on  February 
20, 1887. 
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These  affidavits  were  filed  at  tbe  first  heariug,  July,  1883,  and  are  in 
the  main  corroborated  by  the  testimony  taken  in  January,  1886.  The 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  also  clearly  shows  that  the  Bordick  con- 
test was  offered  and  accepted  by  the  sa  me  clerk,  Grennan,  on  the  morn- 
ing of  February  27, 1883,  a  few  moments  prior  to  the  final  reception  of 
the  duplicate  application  of  Robinson  as  sworn  to  by  Tiffany. 

The  fact  is  andispnted  that  on  the  20th  of  Febmary,  1883,  Kobinson 
presented  the  withdrawal  of  the  Oooper  contest  to  the  clerk,  Crennan. 
This  left  the  entry  open  to  his  contest,  in  virtue  of  the  affidavit  which 
heleftwiththeclerkonFebruary  12th  to  be  filed,  but  was  not  then  file<1  or 
accepted  on  account  of  the  pendency  of  the  Oooper  contest.  His  rights 
shoald  be  held  to  have  attached  at  the  date  of  withdrawal  of  Gooper'scon- 
test.  Icisundisputedthathethenaskedtohavehiscontestaccepted;  this 
was  not  done,  because  the  clerk  had  lost  or  mislaid  the  papers.    This  was 
not  the  fault  of  Bobinson,  and  it  would  not  be  right  to  make  him  suffer 
for  the  laches  of  an  officer.  His  application,  therefore,  to  contest, 
proffered  on  February  20, 1833,  must  be  regarded,  so  far  as  his  rights 
are  concerned,  as  if  it  had  been  accepted  and  made  of  record.    (Dunn 
V.  Shepherd,  10  L.  D.,  139 ;  Baird  v.  Ghapman's  Heirs  et  al.^  10  L.  D., 
210;  Hawkins  et  al.  v.  Lamm,  9  L.  D.,  18).    This  saves  all  inquiry  as 
to  his  application  of  the  26th  February  following,  or  as  to  who  first 
secured  the  ear  and  favor  of  the  clerk  on  the  morning  of  the  27th,  and 
as  Burdick's  affidavit  of  contest  was  not  filed  until  the  27th,  Bobinson 
was  prior  in  point  of  time.    But  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant 
that,  granting  that  the  Bobinson  contest  was  prior  to  Burdick's  still  it 
should  have  been  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  because,  first,  the  applica- 
tion accompanying  it  described  the  land  as  in  range  54,  while  the  entry 
contested  was  in  range  53,  and,  second,  because  the  officers  obtained  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  x>er8on  of  claimant,  Johnson,  by  reason  of  the  affida- 
vit being  insufficient  to  authorize  notice  by  publication. 

SeclioQ  2  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (2L  Stat,  140),  provides  that  a 
successful  contestant  shall  be  allowed  thirty  days  after  notice  of  can- 
celation in  which  to ''  enter  said  lands." 

This  act,  unaided  by  any  regulation  of  the  Department,  docs  away 
with  the  necessity  of  accompanying  the  contest  with  an  application  to 
enter,  as  by  the  terms  of  the  law  thirty  days  after  cancellation  are  al- 
lowed in  which  to  make  such  application,  and,  although  the  circular  of 
tbe  Department  construing  this  section  was  not  promulgated  until  1887 
(6  L.  D.,  284),  the  law  has  been  in  force  since  its  passage  in  1880,  and 
the  rule  in  Bundy  v.  Livingston  (1  L.  D.,  152),  was  eliminated  by  the 
act  itself,  and  the  circular  of  1887  was  simply  declaratory  thereof. 

Bobinson's  contest  having  been  initiated  siuce  the  act  o  f  1880  referred 
to,  no  application  to  enter  was  required  to  be  filed  with  his  affidavit  of 
contest.  It  follows  then  that  a  defective  application  to  enter  will  not 
defeat  the  right  of  contest,  for  the  law  allows  a  successful  contestant 
thirty  days  after  cancellation  of  the  entry  in  which  to  file  a  proper  ap- 
plication to  enter. 


202  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

The  second  point,  n  %tnely  :  insufficient  affidavit  to  aathorize  notice 
by  publication,  can  only  be  invoked  by  the  entryman,  or  those  claiming 
under  him.  The  service  of  notice  on  the  defendant  was  a  condition 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  a  contest,  and  default  therein  can  not  affect 
the  priority  of  the  filing.  If  the  notice  to  the  claimant  was  insufficient, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  register  and  receiver  to  cause  a  proper  notice  to 
be  issued,  and  if  this  was  not  done,  then  the  judgment  of  cancellation 
is  irregular,  and  this  fact  may  be  shown  by  the  entryman  or  waived  by 
him,  and  can  not  affect  the  priorities  of  opposing  contestants.  (Hop- 
kins V.  Daniels  et  aL,  4  L.  D.,  126). 

The  objection  that  there  is  no  jurat  to  the  affidavit  of  Bobinson,  filed 
as  ex-parte  testimony  in  support  of  his  contest,  can  have  no  bearing  on 
the  question  of  priority.  This  is  a  matter  affecting  only  the  rights  of 
the  entryman,  and  his  default  in  cultivation,  etc.,  abundantly  appears 
from  the  testimony. 

The  only  other  objection  of  counsel  for  appellant,  not  of  a  general  nat- 
nre,  is  that  <<  no  decision  has  ever  been  rendered  on  the  appeal  of  Bob- 
inson from  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  dismissing  his 
contest." 

While  the  letter  of  the  Oommissione  r  to  the  register  and  receiver  di- 
recting further  testimony  to  be  taken  is  not  among  the  papers  accom- 
panying the  appeal,  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  record  that  such 
other  testimony  was  ordered  to  aid  the  Commissioner  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  appeal  of  Bobinson,  and  while  the  local  officers  might  have 
reported  the  testimony  so  taken  without  appending  thereto  their  con- 
clusions in  the  form  of  a  decision,  such  action  on  their  part  does  not 
preclude  the  Commissioner  from  rendering  his  decision  on  the  whole 
record  as  presented. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  record  impeaching  the  bona  fides  of  Bobinson, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  into  that  of  Burdick. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


XOTICE-ATTORNEY— PREFERENCE  RIGHT  OF  ENTRY. 

KiNSiNGER  V.  Peck. 

Notice  of  the  caDcellation  of  an  entry  given  the  attorney  of  the  Bncceasfnl  contestant 
is  notice  to  said  contestant,  and  his  failure  to  assert  tlie  preference  right  of 
entry,  within  thirty  days  after  sach  notice,  defeats  the  exercise  of  such  right 
thereafter. 

First  Aasistunt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioi^er  of  the  General 

Land  Office.  August  22, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Christian  M.  Kinsinger  t;.  Charles  H. 
Peck  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  April  20, 1890, 
rejecting  his  application  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of  the  SW.  \ 
NB.  i,  SB.  i  NW.  J,  NB.  J  SW.  J  and  NW.  J  SB.  J,  Sec.  1,  T.  5  N..  K. 
33  W.,  0th  P.  M.  McCook,  Nebraska. 
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It  appears  that  Kinsinger  brought  contest  against  the  timber  caltore 
entry  of  one  Tacke  covering  said  tract  and  procnred  the  cancellation  of 
the  same.  Notice  of  the  cancellation  was  given  his  attorney  on  Decem- 
ber 20, 1887. 

On  Jannary  3iv,  1883,  Peck  made  timber  cnltare  entry  for  the  tract. 
On  March  2, 1888,  Kinsinger  applied  to  enter  the  land  nnder  the  timber 
cnlture  law,  bnt  his  application  was  rejected  on  acconnt  of  Peck's  prior 
entry.  Kinsinger  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  preference  right  of  ^ntry, 
and  yonr  office  ordered  a  hearing  in  the  premises.  It  appeared  from  the 
testimony  that  Kinsinger's  attorney  in  the  Tacke  case  made  a  charge  of 
$10  for  his  services  therein.  This  Kinsinger  refused  to  pay,  claiming 
that  the  amonnt  was  unreasonably  large.  As  the  attorney  had  not 
received  his  fee  when  he  was  notified  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry, 
he  failed  and  refused  to  send  notice  to  Kinsinger.  He  claims  that  his 
connection  with  the  case  was  terminated  by  Kinsinger's  refusal,  prior 
thereto,  to  pay  the  fee. 

Whatever  may  be  the  merits  of  that  controversy,  it  is  clear  that 
notice  was  properly  sent  to  the  attorney  of  record.  Service  npon  the 
attorney  is  service  upon  the  client.  Under  the  law  Kinsinger  was  obliged 
to  make  entry  within  thirty  days  from  such  service,  in  order  to  secure  bis 
preference  right.  The  officers  of  the  government  having  done  their 
fall  duty  are  in  no  manner  responsible  for  Kinsinger's  default,  and  the 
interests  of  the  present  entryman  can  not  be  prejudiced  by  any  misun- 
derstanding that  may  exist  between  Kinsinger  and  his  attorney. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


Peibano  et  al.  v.  Pendola. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  May  3, 1890, 10 
L.  D.,  536,  dismissed  by  Secretary  ^Noble,  August  22, 1890. 


PRrVATB  CLAIM— WESTERN  BOIJKI>ARY  OB*  TEXAS. 

Sangre  de  Cheisto  Grant. 

At  the  date  of  the  confirmatory  act  the  land  embraced  within  this  claim  belonged 
to  the  United  States,  if  not  to  the  grantees,  and  it  was  therefore  competent  for 
Congress  to  confirm  the  title  thereto  in  the  grantees,  either  by  confirming  the 
grant  made  by  the  Mexican  government,  or  by  a  grant  de  novo. 

The  dnty  of  the  Commissioner  to  direct  the  survey  of  private  grants,  made  by  compe- 
tent anthority,  and  to  issne  patent  thereon,  is  not  limited  to  grants  covered  by 
the  treaty  of  Gnadalnpe  Hidalgo. 

Suit  to  vacate  the  patent  issued  nnder  this  grant  not  advised. 

Secretary  N'ohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  lAtnd  Office^  August 

22,  1890. 

On  May  9,  1890,  Mr.  O.  P.  McMains  presented  to  this  Department  a 
eoinmuuication,  iu  relation  to  the  Sangre  de  Ghristo  grant,  which  was 
referred  to  you,  and  your  report,  of  July  22,  1890,  upon  the  subject 
matter  thereof,  is  now  before  me. 
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Olaiining  to  represent  certain  <' homestead  and  pre-emption  settlers" 
within  the  limits  of  the  said  grant,  Mr.  McMains  nrges  that  this  De- 
partment recommend  to  the  Attorney  Greneral  that  he  institute  salt  to 
vacate  the  patent  heretofore  issued  to  the  confirmee  of  said  grant,  ^^  be- 
cause the  survey  as  set  forth  in  said  alleged  patent  is  without  authority 
of  law." 

The  grounds  upon  which  this  application  is  made  as  set  forth  in  the 
communication  are  to  the  effect,  that  the  land  embraced  within  said 
grant,  being  situated  east  of  the  Bio  Grande  Biver,  was,  in  1843,  the 
dat.e  of  the  grant  thereof  by  the  Mexican  autliorities,  within  the  limits 
of  the  then  Bepublic  of  Texas,  whose  inde{)endence,  with  the  Bio  Grande 
river  to  its  source  as  its  western  boundary,  was  acknowledged  by 
Mexico  in  1S36.  Thereupon,  it  is  urged  the  Mexican  authorities  had 
no  right  to  make  an  extra-territorial  grant,  and  such  grant  is  not  pro- 
tected by  the  law  of  nations,  nor  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo, 
whereby  the  rights  of  private  property  within  the  territory  ceded  by 
Mexico  to  the  United  States  are  secured  and  guaranteed. 

The  grant  in  question  was  made  in  1843  by  Don  Manuel  Armijo,  polit- 
ical governor  and  military  commander  of  the  department  of  New  Mex- 
ico. It  was  examined  and  reported  upon  favorably,  under  section  8  of 
the  act  of  July  22, 1854  (10  Stat..  308),  by  the  surveyor  general  of  New 
Mexico,  which  report  was  transmitted  to  Congress,  and  the  grant  was 
confirmed  by  that  body,  as  claim  No.  4,  on  June  21, 1860  (12  Stat.,  71). 

The  validity  of  this  confirmation,  its  effect  and  the  extent  thereof 
came  before  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Tameling  v.  United  States 
Freehold,  etc.,  Company  (93  U.  S.,  644).    On  page  663,  the  court  say : 

the  surveyor-general  reaches  the  conclasio)!  that  the  grant  is  a  good  and  valid  one, 
and  that  a  legal  title  vests  in  Charles  Beaubien  to  the  land  embraced  within  the 
limits  contained  in  the  petition.  The  grant  was  approved  and  recommended  for 
confirmation  by  Congress.  Congress  ac  ted  apon  the  claim  '  as  recommended  for  con- 
firmation by  the  surveyor-general.'  The  confirmation  being  absolute  and  nncondi- 
iionaly  without  any  limitation  as  to  quantity,  we  must  regard  it  as  effectual  and 

operative  for  the  entire  tract In  Ryan  et  al,  v.  Carter  ei  aU,  supra,  p. 

78,  we  recognized  and  enforced  as  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court,  that  snoh  an  act 
passes  the  title  of  the  Unite<l  States  as  effectually  as  if  it  contained  in  terms  a  grant 
de  ncvOf  and  that  a  grant  may  be  made  by  a  law  as  well  as  by  a  patent  pursuant  to 
law. 

On  page  82  of  the  opinion,  in  the  Eyan  case  referred  to,  speaking  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1812,  confirming  certain  land  claims  in  Missouri, 
the  court  say : — 

It  (the  Act)  does  not  require  the  production  of  proofs  before  any  commission  or  other 
tribunal  established  for  that  special  purpose,  but  confirms,  propHo  vigore^  the  rights, 
titles,  and  claims  to  the  lands  embraced  by  it,  and  operates  as  a  grant  to  all  intents 
and  purposes.  Repeated  decisions  of  this  court  have  declared  that  such  a  statute 
passes  the  title  of  the  United  States  as  effectually  as  if  it  contained  in  terms  a  grant 
de  novOf  and  that  a  grant  may  be  made  by  law,  as  well  as  by  a  patent  pursuant  to  law. 

Tn  view  of  these  decisions  it  is  not  necessary  to  express  a  definite 
opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  Sangre  de  Christo  Bancho  was  within 
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the  borders  of  Texas  at  the  date  of  its  grant  by  the  Mexican  anthori- 
ties.  That  Texas  claimed  the  Bio  Grande  river,  to  its  source,  as  its 
western  boundary,  and  that,  to  some  extent,  the  claim  was  recognized 
by  the  Mexican  anthorities  is  apparent  from  the  treaty  of  May  1836, 
whereby  Santa  Anna,  the  President  of  Mexico,  recognized  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  Republic  of  Texas.  After  Texas  was  admitted  to  the 
Union,  she  seems  to  have  re-asserted  her  claim  to  the  Bio  Grande,  as 
her  western  boundary,  to  its  source.  Whilst  this  claim  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  entirely  acquiesced  in,  the  United  States,  in  1850,  pur- 
chased and  Texas  ceded  any  claim  she  might  have  to  territory  north  of 
the  thirty-second  degree  of  north  latitude,  west  of  the  one  hundred  and 
third  meridian  west  from  Greenwich.  For  this  cession  the  United 
States  paid  $10,000,000.  and  the  much  larger  portion  of  the  ceded  terri- 
tory was  made  a  part  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico  as  then  organized. 
See  act  of  September  9, 1850  (9  Stat.,  446). 

It  thas  results  that,  whether  the  lands  embraced  within  the  lines  of 
the  Sangro  de  Ghristo  grant  were,  at  the  date  thereof,  within  the  de- 
partment of  New  Mexico,  where  the  Mexican  governor  had  authority 
to  make  such  a  grant,  or  within  the  Bepublic  of  Texas  which  was  not 
subject  to  his  jurisdiction,  it  is  clear  that  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  Jane  21, 1800,  supra,  confirming  said  grant  as  claim  No.  4, 
the  land  in  question  belonged  to  the  United  States,  if  not  to  the 
grantees ;  and  it  was  entirely  competent  for  Congress  to  grant  or  con- 
firm it  to  Beaubien }  such  grant  or  confirmation  operating,  as  was  in- 
tended, to  secure  to  the  confirmee  all  the  estate  of  the  United  States  in 
the  preoiises,  whether  by  confirming  the  grant  made  by  the  former  gov- 
ernment, or  by  making  a  grant  de  novo  where  none  existed  before. 

The  grant  having  thus  been  made  by  competent  authority,  it  became 
the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  cause  a  sur- 
vey to  be  made  and  patent  to  issue  thereon ;  his  supervision  and  duty  in 
this  respect,  as  to  private  grants,  not  being  limited,  as  intimated,  to 
grants  covered  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo. 

It  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  matters  now  urged  were  considered  by 
Congress,  before  making  the  grant  referred  to.  The  question  of  the 
western  boundary  of  Texas  was  exhaustively  debated  by  the  eminent 
statesmen  of  that  day,  before  the  compromise  of  1850  was  made,  whereby 
Texas  released  her  claim  to  the  territory  in  question ;  and  it  is  not  to 
be  supposed  that  a  matter  which  had  theretofore  been  so  fully  dis- 
cussed would  be  ignored  when  the  propriety  of  confirming  the  grant 
was  before  Congress,  or  its  committees. 

On  a  review  of  the  whole  subject  I  see  no  sufficient  reason  for  inter- 
posing, and  therefore  decline  to  recommend  that  snit  be  brought  to 
cancel  the  patent,  as  requested. 

Herewith  is  sent  to  you  the  communication  of  Mr.  McMains,  for 
record,  and  you  will  advise  him  of  the  conclusion  herein  arrived  at. 
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DESEBT  LAND  E27TBT— CHABACTEB  OF  LAND. 

Sims  v.  Phalen. 

Land  bordering  on  a  stream  of  water,  and  that  produces  a  natural  growth  of  grass  in 

paying  qaautities,  is  not  subject  to  desert  entry. 
The  fact  that  the  entry  embraces  land  not  subject  thereto  does  not  necessanly  make 

the  entire  entry  fraudulent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  25, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  respective  appeals  of  John  Phalen  and  John 
Sims,  Jr.,  from  your  decision  of  January  21, 1889,  Phalan  appeals  from 
your  order  holding  for  cancellation  the  IS.  ^  of  SE.  \  of  his  entry,  and 
Sims  appeals  from  so  much  of  your  judgment  as  allows  the  8.  ^  of  the 
NB.  \  thereof  to  stand. 

The  record  shows  that  Phalen  made  desert  land  entry  l!^o.  1844,  on 
June  11,  1886,  for  the  N.  ^  of  SB.  J  and  the  8.  J  of  NB.  \  of  Sec.  12,  T. 
6  K.,  E.  7  E.,  Salt  Lake,  Utah. 

On  October  18, 1886,  Sims  filed  a  complaint  alleging  that  the  entry  of 
Phalen  was  fraudulent,  for  the  reason  that  the  land  embraced  therein 
was  not  desert  land,  especially  the  K.  ^  of  the  SB.  \.  Thereupon,  a 
hearing  was  ordered  and  set  for  December  1, 1886.  Both  parties  ap- 
peared and  submitted  their  testimony,  and  while  it  is  conflicting,  yet  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  a  portion  of  the  I^.  }  of  SE.  |  is  a  <<  bog,''  that  a 
stream  of  water,  fed  by  springs  passes  through  the  tract,  and  that  a  bet- 
ter crop  would  be  produced  if  the  land  was  drained  than  if  irrigated, 
that  for  several  years  a  crop  of  hay  has  been  cut  on  said  land.  The  ev- 
idence is,  However,  irreconcilable  as  to  the  amonntof  hay  cut,  the  value 
of  the  crop,  and  as  to  the  number  of  acres  of  <<  boggy  "  land.  The  con- 
testant and  his  witnesses  assert  that  there  is  from  forty  to  iifty  acres 
of  this  character  of  land,  while  the  witnesses  for  the  claimant  place  the 
amount  at  from  eight  to  fifteen  acres. 

The  fact  that  parties  were  anxious  year  after  year  to  secure  the  crop 
is  evidence  that  the  same  was  considered  remunerative. 

Under  the  established  ruling  of  the  Department,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  N.  ^  of  SB.  \  is  not  desert  land,  and  that  the  entry  for  said 
eighty  acres  must  be  canceled.    Keys  v.  Eumsey  (10  L.  D.,  558). 

As  for  the  8.  j^  of  NE.  4, 1  do  not  think  the  charge  that  the  entry 
thereof  is  fraudulent  should  be  entertained.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  to  show  that  it  is  not  desert  land,  and  the  fact  that  the  entry- 
man  included  in  his  entry  land  that  was  not  subject  thereto,  does  not 
necessarily  make  the  entire  entry  fraudulent.  The  presumption  is  that 
he  acted  in  good  faith  and  I  do  not  find  sufficient  evidence  either  direct 
or  circumstantial  to  justify  me  in  concluding  that  bad  faith  actuated 
the  claimant  in  making  this  entry  as  to  the  last  named  tract 

Your  decision  is  therefore,  affirmed. 
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HOMB8TEAD  ENTBT— BBSIDENCE^HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

John  O.  and  Minebya  0.  Oabnbb. 

A  hoflband  and  wife,  while  living  together  in  snob  relation,  cannot  maintain  separate 
residence  at  the  same  time,  in  a  house  bnilt  across  the  line  between  two  settle- 
ment claims,  so  that  each  can  secure  a  claim  by  virtue  of  such  residence. 

In  soeh  a  ease,  where  residence  has  been  thus  maintained,  the  claimants  may  elect 
which  traet  they  will  retain. 

The  case  of  Maria  Good,  5  L.  D.,  196,  cited  and  distinguished. 


Firnt  AssMant  Secretary  Ohandler  to  the  Oammisaioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Offloej  August  25, 1890. 

On  Jaly  5, 1886,  John  Q.  Garner  made  homestead  entry  for  N.  ^  SE.  \ 
and  SE.  \  NE.  •}-  Sec.  7,  and  on  the  same  day  Minerva  0.  Martin  made 
homestead  entry  for  W.  ^  SE.  \  Sec  6,  and  W.  ^  NE.  \  Sec.  7,  all  in 
T.  20  S.,  B.  26  W.,  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas.    The  claims  are  adjoining. 

On  Aagnst  29, 1886,  the  claimants  were  married,  and  on  Jnne  16, 1888 
made  commntation  proof.  It  showed  that  they  took  np  their  residence 
in  a  hoase  bailt  across  the  line  dividing  the  claims,  on  November  22, 
1886,  and  so  continned  to  reside  antil  date  of  proof.  At  Uiat  time  they 
had  one  child. 

The  local  officers  rejected  both  proofs.  Yoar  office  on  February  5, 
1889,  held  that  ^^  married  residence  cannot  be  maintained  on  separate 
tracts,"  and  directed  that  claimants  be  required  <*  to  elect  which  one  of 
said  entries  they  will  retain,  after  which  election,  the  other  will  be  can- 
celed." 

Claimants  appealed,  urging  that  their  acts  in  the  premises  have  been 
entirely  lawful.  This  contention  is  not  in  harmony  with  the  decisions 
of  this  Department:  <'A  husband  and  wife  while  living  together  in  such 
relation  cannot  maintain  separate  residence  at  the  same  time,  in  a  house 
bnilt  across  the  line  between  two  settlement  claims,  so  that  each  can 
secure  a  claim  by  virtue  of  such  residence."  Thomas  E.  Henderson,  10 
L.  D.,  266;  L.  A.  Tavener,  9  L.  D.,  426. 

Inasmuch  as  these  parties  have  maintained  residence  in  a  house  built 
across  the  line  dividing  the  claims,  I  find  nothing  inconsistent  in  their 
claiming  residence  on  either  one  of  the  tracts. 

They  urge  that  they  have  been  misled  in  the  premises  by  certain  let- 
ters from  your  office.  I  find  from  the  records  thereof  that  John  O.  Gar- 
ner, by  letter  of  October  30, 1886,  inquired  of  your  office  in  substance 
whether  a  woman  who  makes  a  homestead  entry  forfeits  her  right  by 
marrying  thereafter,  and  that  you  responded  that  she  did  not,  provided 
she  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  tiie  land  for  the  prescribed 
period.  It  will  be  noticed  that  this  letter  was  written  after  both  entries 
had  been  made.  Furthermore,  an  examination  of  the  letter  discloses 
that  while  Cramer  stated  he  had  married  Miss  Martin,  who  had  made  a 
homestead  entry,  he  did  not  state  that  he  had  made  such  an  entry.  The 
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isBue  here  presented  therefore  was  not  submitted  to  your  office  at  all. 
It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Maria  Good  (5  L.  D.,  196),  it  was  held  that 
the  right  acquired  by  the  original  homestead  entry  of  a  single  woman 
is  not  affected  by  her  marriage  prior  to  final  proof,  but  in  that  case  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  husband  and  wife  claimed  separate  homestead 
residences  while  living  as  one  family.  Herein  lies  the  essential  differ- 
ence between  the  cases. 
Said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


PBES'EBENCE  RIGHT  OF  ENTBT— ADVERSE  CLAIM-FILINO. 

Dallas  v.  Lyttlb. 

The  failure  of  a  saccesBful  contestant  to  exercise  the  preference  right  of  entry  within 
the  period  accorded,  defeats  his  sabseqaent  right  of  entry  in  the  presence  of  a 
valid  intervening  adverse  claim ;  and  this  is  true  though  such  contestant  may 
have  believed  that  his  entry  was  in  fact  of  record,  and,  acting  upon  such  belief, 
proceeded  thereafter  to  cultivate  the  land  as  required  by  the  timber  culture  law. 

A  pre-emption  tiling,  defective  for  want  of  previous  settlement,  is  made  good  by  sub- 
sequent settlement^  in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  adverse  claim. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  25, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Green  W.  Dallas  v.  Bachel  Lyttle,  on 
appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  March  11 ,  1889,  in  which 
it  appears  from  the  record  that  June  25, 1884,  Rachel  Lyttle  filed  her 
declaratory  statement  No.  2525,  for  lots  3  and  4,  and  S.  ^  of  K  W.  |  Sec 
3,  T.  30  N.,  U.  2  E.,  B.  M.,  Lewiston,  Idaho.  October  9, 1886,  she  gave 
due  notice  that  she  would  make  her  final  proof  on  November  22, 1886. 

On  November  8, 1886  [4],  Dallas  made  timber  culture  entry  No.  693 
of  the  same  land,  and  on  November  22,  1886,  the  day  fixed  for  hearing 
the  final  proof  of  Lyttle,  he  filed  objections,  verified  by  his  affidavit, 
against  the  allowance  of  the  proof,  alleging  that  he  had  made  timber 
culture  entry  for  the  same  tract  some  years  prior  thereto,  the  date  of 
which  he  did  not  know,  that  defendant's  settlement  was  made  long 
after  her  filing,  and  that  she  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  pre-emption  law,  and  asked  that  testimony  might  be  taken  on  his 
said  affidavit  at  Mount  Idaho,  it  being  more  convenient  for  the  wit- 
nesses. 

The  register  and  receiver  took  the  final  proof  of  the  defendant,  and 
then  ordered  that  further  testimony,  as  requested  by  Dallas,  should  be 
taken  at  Mount  Idaho,  before  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  United  States 
district  court,  on  January  20,  1887,  whicli  was  done,  and  from  the  evi- 
dence taken,  the  local  officers  on  February  24, 1887,  recommended  that 
her  final  proof  be  allowed,  and  that  Dallas'  timber  culture  entry  be  can- 
celed. From  this  action  he  appealed  to  your  office,  where,  reviewing 
the  evidence  you  approved  the  finding  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and 
he  now  appeals  to  this  Department. 
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He  bases  his  claim  to  the  land  on  the  following  facts : 
Some  time  prior  to  Jane  29, 1880,  Gornelias  J.  Oartain  made  timber 
cultare  entry  for  the  same  tract,  and  on  said  last  date  Dallas  filed  his 
affidavit  of  contest  (unaccompanied  by  any  application  to  enter), 
against  the  entry  of  Curtain.  The  contest  was  snccessfal,  and  on  May 
10, 1881,  as  appears  from  the  register's  letter  book,  he  was  notified  of 
the  cancellation  of  Cnrtain's  entry,  and  allowed  sixty  days  to  make 
entry  of  the  land. 

It  api>ears  that  he  mistook  this  notice  for  a  receiver's  duplicate  re- 
ceipt, and  believing  that  his  entry  had  been  allowed,  he  failed  to  exer- 
cise his  right  to  enter  within  the  prescribed  time.  Under  the  belief 
that  he  had  complied  with  the  law  and  that  his  entry  was  of  record,  in 
1882,  he  plowed  and  planted  to  tree  seeds  five  acres  of  the  land,  and 
thereafter  to  some  extent  cultivated  and  replanted  the  same  up  to  the 
date  of  defendant's  settlement  and  filing  in  1884.    Some  time  during 

1884,  and  a  short  time  previous  to  his  entry  he,  for  the  first  time,  dis- 
covered that  there  was  no  record  of  his  ever  having  exercised  his  prefer- 
ence right,  or  that  he  had  at  any  time  entered  or  applied  to  enter  the 
land.  In  his  testimony  he  states  that,  on  the  day  his  contest  against 
the  entry  of  Curtain  was  heard  and  sustained,  he  applied  to  enter  the 
land,  and  left  the  necessary  fees  and  commissions  with  the  officers  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  when  he  received  the  notice  above  referred  to 
he  did  not  examine  it,  but  took  it  for  granted  that  it  was  the  receiver's 
receipt  as  aforesaid,  and  left  it  with  a  neighbor  to  keep  for  him,  but  it 

I  was  burned  when  his  house  was  destroyed  by  fire  in  June,  1884.  His 
neighbor  (Hartley),  who  was  the  custodian  of  this  paper,  says  that  when 
looking  for  his  own  timber  culture  receipt  one  day,  he  "  got  hold  of" 
Dallas'  paper  and  read  it  down  to  where  his  name  occurred,  and  so  far 
he  ^'  didn't  see  any  difference  in  his  and  mine."  This  is  all  the  evidence 
offered,  going  to  show  that  Dallas  ever  applied  to  enter  the  tract  prior 
to  November  8, 1884,  and  the  evidence  of  these  two  witnesses  is  mate- 
rially weakened  on  cross-examination. 

The  evidence  tends  almost  irresistibly  to  the  conclusion  that  Dallas 
inadvertently  failed  to  exercise  his  right  of  preference,  and  that  his 
first  entry  or  application  to  enter  was  that  of  November  8,  1884,  sub-, 
sequent  to  the  filing  of  Lyttle. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  as  to  the  good  faith  of  Mrs.  Lyttle  in  her 
residence  upon  and  cultivation  of  the  tract.  It  shows  that  she  has 
built  a  house,  with  a  kitchen  attachment,  which,  though  not  expensive, 
is  comfortable  and  suitably  furnished ;  that  she  has  fenced  and  culti- 
vated to  crop  three  acres,  planted  a  garden,  and  dug  a  well ;  that  she 
is  a  widow  with  two  children,  and  she  has  constantly  resided  on  the 
tract' ever  since  her  settlement,  except  when  absent  nursing  to  support 
herself  and  children,  and  with  the  exception  of  two  or  three  months  in 
the  winter  of  1884-5,  before  her  house  was  quite  finished;  that,  in  March, 

1885,  she,  with  the  money  she  had  earned  through  the  winter  by  nursr 
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ing,  finisbed  her  house;  that  all  her  absences  have  been  of  short  duration 
and  cansed  by  her  occupation  as  nurse.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
testimony  of  her  neighbors. 

It  is  true,  her  settlement  on  the  land  did  not  actually  occur  until 
July  3,  1884,  eight  days  subsequent  to  her  filing,  but  as  no  adverse 
claim  intervened  between  the  filing  and  settlement,  the  default  in  the 
latter  was  cured.  (Gray  v.  If  ye,  6  L.  D.,  232).  While  this  conclusion 
may  work  a  hardship  to  Mr.  Dallas  on  account  of  his  sleeping  upon  his 
supposed  entry,  and  on  account  of  the  loss  of  his  labor  and  improve- 
ments as  a  result  thereof,  yet,  all  this  is  brought  upon  him  by  his  in- 
attention to  the  contents  of  his  notice.  Mrs.  Lyttle  having  made  entry 
of  the  tract  when  it  was  subject  to  appropriation  and  free  from  adverse 
clain),  she  cannot  be  sacrificed  to  avoid  a  disaster  to  Dallas  which 
might  with  ordinary  prudence  and  care,  have  been  avoided. 

The  decision  of  your  office,  dismissing  his  contest  and  cancelling  his 
timber-culture  eutry,  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


CONTEST-BELIKQinSHMENT— PREFERENCE  RIGHT. 

OsBOBNE  V.  Grow. 

A.  reliDqnisbment  filed  darinjf  the  pendency  of  a  contest  is  presamed  to  be  the  resnlt 

of  the  contest,  bnt  such  presumption  is  not  conclusive,  and  on  proof  that  the 
relinquishment  is  not  the  result  of  the  contest,  the  right  of  the  contestant  most 
depend  upon  his  ability  to  sustain  the  charge  against  the  entry. 

Fint  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissiimer  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  Avgust  25, 1890. 

On  February  2, 1887,  Clarence  H.  Osborne  filed  a  contest  against  the 
timber-culture  entry  of  Francis  M.  Grow,  for  the  NE.  ^  Sec.  13,  T.  3  N., 

B.  39  W.,  McGook,  Nebraska,  alleging  that  the  claimant  failed   to 

break  or  plow  five  acres  on  said  tract  at  any  time  prior  to  that  date. 

From  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  ordered  upon  this  contest, 
the  local  officers  found  that  in  view  of  the  good  faith  of  the  entryman, 
the  contest  should  be  dismissed.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by  your 
office  on  December  21, 1888. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  entryman  paid  for  breaking 
five  acres  of  land,  but  upon  actual  measurement  it  was  found  to  con- 
tain a  little  more  than  four  acres,  but  in  view  of  his  good  faith,  and 
there  being  reasons  for  believing  that  the  contest  waa  speculative  be- 
cause the  contestant  had  offered  to  discontinue  the  case  on  payment  of 
$50,  you  sustained  the  entry  and  dismissed  the  contest. 

On  January  15, 1889,  the  local  officers  referring  to  said  decision,  in- 
formed your  office  that  the  entryman  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry 
October  21, 1888,  prior  to  said  decision,  and  Susan  Sage  made  timber 
culture  entry  for  the  tract;  that  Osborne  was,  on  October  27,  1888, 
notified  of  the  filing  of  said  relinquishment  and  of  his  preference  right 
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of  entry ;  that  although  the  decision  of  the  local  office  was  against  him 
his  appeal  therefrom  preserved  his  right  and  the  relinquishment  closed 
the  case  in  his  favor.  On  November  9, 1888,  Osborne  filed  declaratory 
statement  for  said  tract.  They  also  reported  that  no  notice  of  the 
decision  of  December  21, 1888,  had  been  given  to  Osborne. 

On  February  8, 1889,  yonr  office  held  that  as  the  case  was  tried  upon 
its  merits  and  the  contest  dismissed,  the  relinquishment  could  not  be 
the  result  of  said  contest,  and  the  contestant  had  therefore  no  pref- 
erence right  of  entry;  that  he  must  depend  upon  his  case  and  if  no 
appeal  was  taken  from  it,  the  judgment  would  become  nnal  and  the 
entry  of  Sage  would  be  allowed  to  stand.  The  local  officers  were  then 
directed  to  notify  Osborne  of  the  decision  dismissing  his  contest  and  of 
his  right  of  appeal  therefrom. 

Notice  was  given  to  Osborne  accordingly  and  on  May  7, 1889,  the 
local  officers  transmitted  his  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  February  8, 1889,  alleging  substantially  that  the  Oommissloner 
erred  in  holding  that  he  was  not  a  successful  contestant,  and  that  the 
relinquishment  was  not  presumed  to  be  the  result  of  his  contest;  that 
he  erred  in  deciding  the  case  upon  the  testimony  without  reference  to 
the  filing  of  the  relinquishment,  and  in  holding  the  contestant,  in  order 
to  secure  the  preference  right  must  prosecute  his  case  successfully  to  a 
close  on  the  testimony  presented. 

No  appeal  was  filed  from  the  decision  of  your  office  holding  that  the 
contestant  had  not  sustained  his  charges,  and  that  the  contest  should 
be  dismissed,  and  his  failure  to  appeal  therefrom  may  be  taken  as  an 
admission  of  the  correctness  of  said  ruling. 

It  is  true  that  at  the  date  of  the  decision  of  your  office,  the  entry 
had  been  relinquished,  but  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  being  ad- 
verse to  the  contestant  it  was  necessary  to  render  a  decision  to  deter- 
mine the  rights  of  the  contestant.  The  affirmance  of  the  decision  of 
the  local  officers  was  in  effect  a  ruling  that  the  relinquishment  did  not 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  contestant,  and  that  he  had  no  preference 
right  by  virtue  of  his  contest.  The  effect  of  this  decision  could  only 
have  been  avoided  by  securing  its  reversal  upon  appeal  to  the  Secre- 
tary. 

The  rule  that  a  relinquishment  filed  pending  a  contest  is  presumed  to 
be  the  result  of  the  contest  is  founded  upon  the  theory  that  the  entry- 
man  by  filing  the  relinquishment  has  admitted  the  truth  of  the  charge, 
but  when  the  charge  is  not  sustained  no  such  presumption  can  attach. 
It  has  therefore  been  held  that  while  a  relinquishment  filed  pending  a 
contest  is  presumed  to  be  the  result  of  the  contest,  such  presumptiou 
is  not  conclusive,  and  upon  proof  that  the  relinquishment  was  not  the 
result  of  the  contest,  the  contestant  must  depend  upon  his  ability  to 
sustain  the  charge.  Mitchell  v.  Robinson  (3  L.  D.,  546);  McOlellan  v. 
Biggerstaft  (7  L.  D.,  412);  Kurtz  v.  Summers  (lb.,  46);  Sorenseti  v. 
Becker  (8  L.  D.,  357) ;  Loughrey  v.  Webb  (9  L.  D.,  440). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 
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LANDS   WITHDRAWN    FOR   RBSERVOIll     PURPOSES— CIRCULAR. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington,  I).  0.,  July  22,  1800. 
Begistera  and  Receivers  of  the  United  States  Land  Offices 

at  AshlandyEau  Claire,  and  Wausauj  Wisconsin^ 

and  St  Cloud  and  Taylor^s  Falls^  Minnesota  : 
Gentlemen:  The  act  of  Congress  approved  June  20,  1890,  entitled 
^<An  act  to  authorize  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  cause  cer- 
tain lands  heretofore  withdrawn  from  market  for  reservoir  purposes  to 
be  restored  to  the  public  domain  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead 
law  with  certain  restrictions,"  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  attached,  makes 
provision  for  the  entry  of  the  lands  so  restored. 

You  will  observe  that  the  statute,  by  its  terms,  does  not  take  effect 
until  December  20, 1890.  No  entry  for,  or  settlement  upon,  said  lands 
will  be  allowed  until  the  expiration  of  that  time,  and  the  lands  are  made 
subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  law  only. 

Any  person  applying  to  enter  or  file  for  a  homestead  on  said  lands 
will  be  required  first  to  make  affidavit,  in  addition  to  other  require- 
ments, that  he  did  not  violate  the  law  by  entering  upon  and  occupying 
any  portion  of  said  lands  prior  to  December  20, 1890,  the  affidavit  to 
accompany  your  returns  for  the  en  try  allowed.  Blank  forms  for  said 
affidavit  will  be  transmitted  to  you  in  due  time. 

No  comment  upon  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  ap- 
pears to  be  necessary,  as  the  records  of  your  office  should  show  all  dis- 
posals of  land  therein  mentioned,  and  it  is  presumed  that  parties  desir- 
ing to  enter  any  of  the  restored  lands  will  have  knowledge  of  the  reser- 
vation by  the  goveruinent  of  the  rights,  and  the  denial  of  right  to  com- 
pensation, therein  mentioned 
Very  respectfully, 

Levhcs  a.  Groff, 

Commissioner, 

Approved: 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 


[PUBUO— No.  170.J 

AN  ACT  to  »atborize  the  ProBident  of  the  TJn  itecl  States  to  oanse  certain  lands  herotofora  withdrawn 
fh>in  market  for  reservoir  parposes  to  bo  restored  to  the  pnblic  domain  sabjwt  to  entry  nnder  the 
homestead  law,  with  certain  restrictions. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  t^e  United  States  of  Americn 
in  Congress  assembled:  That  there  is  hereby  restored  to  the  pablio  domain  all  the  lands 
described  inoertain  proclamations  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  dated  March 
twenty-seoond,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty,  Ezecntive  Document  nnmbered  eight 
hundred  and  fifby-nine ;  also,  April  fifth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-one.  Executive 
Document  numbered  eight  hundred  and  sixty-eight;  also,  February  twentieth,  eight- 
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een  hundred  aa^  eighty-two,  Ezecative  Docament  numbered  eight  hundred  aad 
aeventy-foar,  withdrawing  and  withholding  certain  lands  from  market  or  entry  and 
reserving  the  same  to  aid  in  the  eoostructioa  of  certain  reservoirs  to  be  bnilt  at  the 
headwaters  of  the  Mississippi  and  Saint  Croix  Rivers,  in  the  States  of  Minnesota  and 
Wisconsin,  and  of  the  Chippewa  and  Wisconsin  Rivers,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin ; 
and  that  these  lands»  when  so  restored,  shall  be  subject  to  homestead  entry  only. 

Sbc.  2.  That  in  all  cases  where  any  of  the  lands  restored  to  the  public  domain  by 
the  first  section  of  this  act  have  heretofore  been  sold  or  disposed  of  by  the  proper  offi- 
cers of  the  United  States  under  color  of  the  public  land  laws,  and  the  consideration  re- 
ceived therefor  is  still  retained  by  the  government,  the  title  of  the  purchasers  may  be 
eonfirmed  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Justice  requires  it ;  but  all 
tlie  lands  by  said  first  section  restored  shall  at  all  times  remain  snbject  to  the  right 
of  the  United  States  to  construct  and  maintain  d  ams  for  the  purpose  of  creating  reser- 
voirs in  aid  of  navigation ;  and  no  claim  or  right  to  compensation  shall  accrue  from 
the  overflowing  of  said  lands  on  account  of  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such 
dams  and  reservoirs. 

Sec.  3.  That  no  right  of  any  kind  shall  attach  by  reason  of  settlement  or  squatting 
npon  any  of  the  lands  hereinbefore  described  before  the  day  on  which  such  lands  shall 
be  snbject  to  homestead  entry  at  the  several  land  offices,  and  until  said  lands  are 
opened  for  settlement  no  person  shall  ente  r  upon  and  occupy  the  same,  and  any  per- 
son violating  this  provision  shall  never  be  permitted  to  enter  any  of  said  lands  or 
acquire  tmy  title  thereto.  This  act  shal  1  take  effect  six  months  after  its  approval  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Approved  June  20,  1890. 


MINERAL  APPLICATION— CONPLICTING  RIGHTS. 

J.   B.   BlOE. 

An  application  to  make  mineral  entry  duly  pres  ented  at  the  local  office,  but  held  with 
out  action  during  the  absence  of  the  register,  operates  to  reserve  the  land  covered 
thereby  until  final  action  thereon. 

Urst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Oammissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  August  28, 189a 

The  application  of  J.  B.  Bice  for  patent  to  the  Snow  Flake  placer 
clum,  for  thirty  acres  in  the  Sacramento,  California,  land  district,  em- 
braced also  the  twenty  acres  inclnded  in  a  like  application  by  Enoch 
Bedding  for  the  ^^  Enoch  Bedding"  placer  claim. 

It  appears  that  on  Jnly  30, 1888,  Bedding's  application  was  daly  pre- 
sented at  the  local  office,  and,  it  being  the  register's  custom  to  person- 
ally examine  such  applications  ^^  before  allowing  filing  or  ordervof  pabli- 
cation,"  the  clerk  in  charge  inclosed  said  application  in  a  package, 
endorsed  ^<  presented  for  filing  July  30, 1888,  and  not  filed  by  reason  of 
the  absence  of  the  register;  "  that  at  his  attorney's  request  Bice's  ap- 
plication was  on  July  31, 1888,  taken  by  a  clerk  in  the  local  office  and 
presented  to  the  register  at  his  residence;  and  the  register  then  in- 
structed the  clerk  to  file  Bice's  papers  as  of  July  31,  1888 ;  that  on 
August  2,  1888,  the  attorneys  for  Bedding  filed  a  petition  asking  that 
all  procedings  under  the  Bice  application  be  vacated,  and  that  the  Bed- 
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diug  application  be  filed  as  of  Jaly  30,  1888.  This  petition,  after  argu- 
ment by  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  was  granted  by  the  local  office, 
and  Bice  appealed. 

On  February  5,  1889,  your  office  finding  the  Bedding  petition  to  be 
first  in  time,  held  the  Bice  application  for  <^  rejection  and  cancellation 

to  the  extent  of  tiie  conflict  and  allowed  Bedding's  appli 

cation  to  stand.    Bice  again  appeals. 

Bedding's  application  was  pending  in  the  local  office  when  that  of 
Bice  was  made  of  record,  hence,  Bedding  being  first  in  point  of  time 
his  application  operated  to  reserve  the  land  from  any  other  disposition 
until  final  action  was  taken  thereon.  Oriffin  v,  Pettigrew,  10  L.  D.,  510, 
and  cases  cited.  Indeed  I  think  his  application  should  be  treated  as 
filed  when  it  was  presented  and  so  left  with  said  clerk  for  that  purpose. 
Bice's  application  has,  therefore,  been  properly  rejected. 

The  action  of  your  office  in  this  regard  and  in  allowing  the  application 
of  Bedding  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


I  -     - 

! 

MINING  CLAIM-HEABING-PRACTICE— SPECIFICATION  OF  BRROB. 

DEVEBEUX  ET   AL.  V.  HUNTEB  ET  AL. 

In  case  of  protest  against  a  mineral  application  the  local  office  Ib  authorize*!  to  order 
a  hearing  to  determine  the  character  of  the  claim,  and  whether  there  has  been 
due  compliance  with  the  mining  law. 

Speoificatiocis  of  error  should  clearly  and  concisely  designate  the  alleged  errors. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  August  28,  1890. 

I  have  coQsidered  the  appeal  of  G-.  W.  Hunter  et  aLj  cl  aimants  for  the 
Mount  Yale  placer  claim,  survey  ISo.  3976,  application  No.  3185,  filed 
July  10, 1885^  in  the  Leadville,  Golorado,  land  office,  from  your  office 
decision  of  February  13, 1889,  rejecting  said  application  and  holding  the 
same  for  cancellation. 

The  record  shows  that  ou  July  10,  1885,  G.  W.  Hunter  et  aZ.,  filed  in 
the  local  land  office  at  Leadville,  Colorado,  a  plat,  as  required  by  law, 
of  their  claim  upon  the  Mount  Tale  placer,  containing  144.5  acres. 
Kotice  of  application  for  a  patent  was  published  from  July  11,  to  Sep- 
tem  13, 1885.  Ko  adverse  claim  was  filed.  On  the  27th  day  of  August, 
1885,  Thomas  G.  and  John  J.  Devereux  filed  in  the  local  office  their  pro- 
test against  the  application,  alleging  that  the  claim  is  not  placer  land, 
and  that  it  embraces  within  its  boundaries  a  portion  of  a  number  of 
known  lode  claims,  among  which  are  the  Inez,  Big  Missouri,  St.  John 
and  Albert  Emerald,  upon  all  of  which  the  assessment  work  has  been 
done  from  year  to  year  according  to  law,  and  the  same  verified  by  affi- 
davit of  record  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  proper  county.  No  action 
was  taken  upon  this  protest.    On  the  9th  day  of  March,  1886,  G.  W. 
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Huuter  et  dL  made  their  application  to  parchase  the  tract  in  contro- 
vert, and  on  the  10th  day  of  March  said  protestants  filed  in  the  local 
office  a  second  protest,  in  which  they  re-affirm  the  grounds  alleged  in 
the  first,  and  allege  three  other  groands,  in  effect,  alleging  that  all  the 
ground  embraced  within  said  placer  mining  claim  is  strictly  lode  mining 
ground,  inaccessible  to  water,  and  that  neither  the  sum  of  $500,  nor  any 
other  sum  whatever,  has  been  expended  upon  said  pretended  placer 
claim,  or  for  its  benefit,  for  the  purpose  of  working  or  developing  the 
same  as  placer  mining  ground.  And  that  said  pretended  placer  claim 
was  located,  has  been  held,  and  is  now  sought  to  be  entered  by  appli- 
cants solely  for  the  valuable  lode  mineral  deposits  which  underlie  it, 
and  for  no  other  purpose.  And  upon  these  facts  protestants  base  the 
charge  that  said  placer  claim  is  fraudulent  and  the  allowance  of  the 
entry  and  issuance  of  a  patent  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  government 
and  upon  the  protestants.  On  the  11th  day  of  March,  1886,  the  prot- 
estants filed  in  the  local  office  the  affidavits  of  Adam  Paterson  and 
Bobert  Berry,  corroborating  their  protest,  in  so  far  as  the  character  of 
the  ground  included  in  the  boundaries  of  the  placer  not  being  placer 
ground  and  that  the  placer  survey  is  intersected  with  lode  mining  claims. 
Thereupon,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  and  had  before  the  local  officers, 
at  which  both  parties  appeared  and  introduced  testimony. 

UpoQ  the  evidence  introduced  before  them,  the  register  and  receiver 
did  not  agree,  and  rendered  opinions  accordingly,  the  receiver  in  favor 
of  the  entry,  and  the  register  against  it.  From  their  decisions  the  par- 
ties, respectively,  appeal  to  your  office,  and  thereupon  your  office,  on 
the  13th  day  of  February,  1889,  found  that  the  lands  involved  are  not 
placer  lands,  subject  to  entry  under  the  mining  laws,  and  rejected  the 
application  and  held  it  for  cancellation.  From  your  decision  the  appli- 
cants for  patent  appeal. 

The  appellant  assigns  several  grounds  of  alleged  error.  One  of  the 
errors  urged  and  relied  on  is,  that  the  local  officers  had  no  authority  to 
order  a  hearing,  and  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  no  juris- 
diction in  the  premises. 

The  order  for  a  hearing  was  properly  made  by  the  local  officers.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  land  department  to  order  a  hearing  to  determine 
whether  there  has  been  due  compliance  with  the  mining  law  is  too  well 
settled  to  admit  of  extended  discussion.  Sweeney  v.  Wilson,  10  L.  D., 
157 ;  Bodie  Tunnel  and  Mining  Company  t?.  Bechtel  Oousolidated  Mining 
Company,  1 L.  D.,  584;  Alice  Placer  Mine,  4  L.  D.,  314. 

The  fourth,  fifth  and  sixth  errors  assigned  by  appellant  are  largely 
in  the  nature  of  reasons  or  arguments,  and,  in  my  judgment,  present 
immaterial  questions,  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  record  in  the  case. 
The  seventh  and  last  assignment  of  error  is :  ^'  Because  of  the  manifest 
errors  in  the  conclusions  of  law  and  fact  arrived  at  by  the  Commis- 
sioner in  making  the  decision  appealed  firom.''  This  specification  is  too 
indefinite  to  present  any  question. 
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Rule  of  Practice  88  requires  a  specification  of  errors,  ^^  which  shall 
clearly  and  concisely  designate  the  errors  of  which  he  complains." 

After  carefully  examining  all  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  I  find  there- 
from the  facts  to  be  substantially  as  found  by  your  office,  which  are  set 
out  in  said  decision,  and  are  hereby  referred  to  as  fully  as  if  set  out 
herein.  I  find  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  decision  appealed  from,  and 
it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


PRIVATE  CASH  ENTRY— NON-MINBRAL  AFFIDAVIT. 

George  S.  Bush. 

A  non-mineral  affidavit  is  properly  reqn  ired  to  accompany  an  application  to  make 
private  cash  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  August  27, 1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Oeorge  S.  Bnsh  from  your  office  decision  of 
March  29, 1889,  affirming  the  action  of  the  local  office  in  rejecting  his 
several  applicatians  to  make  private  cash  entries  for  certain  described 
(offered)  tracts  in  T.  30  N.,  B.  5  W.,  Seattle,  Washington,  ^<  because  no 
nonmineral  affidavit  accompanies  the  same." 

The  tracts  involved,  if  <^  valuable  for  minerals,"  are  reserved  from  sale 
(Sec.  2318  B.  S.),  and  consequently  not  subject  to  private  entry.  The 
non-mineral  affidavit  is  simply  the  means  adopted  by  the  Department 
for  ascertaining  the  character  of  land  so  applied  for,  and  consequently 
by  requiring  it  the  Department  neither  adds  to  nor  subtracts  (as  ap- 
pellant contends)  from  the  statute.  By  your  office  letter  x)f  September 
24, 1872,  such  affidavit  was  made  a  requisite  to  ^'all  entries  under  the  ag- 
ricultural land  laws  "  in  the  Olympia,  now  Seattle,  land  district.  The 
pending  applications  were  therefore  properly  rejected  for  failure  to  file 
the  same. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


osage  land-actuaii  setti.bmbnt. 
United  States  v.  Sweeney. 

Actual  settlement  most  be  shown  by  residence  folio wiug  the  aUeged  actof  settlement, 
and  the  proof  reqnired  to  establish  the  fact  of  snch  settlement  under  the  act  of 
May  28, 1880,  is  no  less  in  degree  than  the  proof  reqnired  under  the  pre-emption 
law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Clmndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  OfficCj  August  29, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  S.  S.  Singer,  transferee  from  the  de- 
cision of  your  office  cancelling  Osage  cash  entry  made  by  Dennis  Swee- 
ney for  the  W.  i  SB.  4  Sec,  19,  T.  33  S.,  B.  5  W.,  6th  P.  M.  Wichita 
series,  Topeka,  Kansas. 
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v.This  entry  was  held  for  caucellatiou  as  fraadulent  upon  the  report  of 
Special  Agent  Drew,  bat  afterwards  a  hearing  was  ordered  before  the 
local  officers  and  thereat  M.  C  McLain,  Esq.,  appeared  as  attorney  for 
A.  E.  Lee  and  S.  S.  Singer  transferees.  Upon  the  testimony  taken  on 
the  trial  the  local  officers  found  that  said  entry  was  fraudulent  for  want 
of  residence,  improvement  and  cultivation,  and  recommended  the  can- 
cellation of  the  entry.  From  this  decision  no  appeal  was  filed,  and  on 
October  27, 1888,  your  office  declared  said  decision  final  for  failure  to 
appeal  therefrom,  and  canceled  the  entry. 

On  February  12, 1889,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  your  office  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  your  office,  which  you  declined  to  enter- 
tain for  the  reason  that  said  parties  received  due  notice  of  the  decision 
of  the  local  office,  and  failed  to  appeal  within  the  prescribed  time. 
Whereupon  appellant  applied  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  which  was  granted, 
and  said  appeal  is  now  before  me. 

In  his  final  proof  the  claimant  states  that  he  first  made  settlement 
and  established  actual  residence  on  the  land  the  18th  day  of  May,  1881, 
and  yet  his  final  proof  was  made  June  2, 1881,  having  remained  on  the 
land  only  fifteen  days  from  the  date  of  settlement  to  date  of  final  proof. 
No  declajratory  statement  was  filed  until  June  9th — seven  days  after 
making  final  proof  and  the  day  his  cash  entry  was  allowed. 

Considering  the  fact  that  his  final  proof  was  submitted  within  fifteen 
days  from  the  date  of  his  alleged  settlement,  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  taken  on  the  hearing,  which  shows  that  he  left  the  claim 
shortly  afterwards,  having  mortgaged  it  to  secure  a  loan  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty-five  dollars,  negotiated  with  B.  F.  Lee  as  agent,  who  was 
also  the  husband  of  A.  E.  Lee,  who  afterwards  purchased  the  land,  it 
shows  that  he  never*  established  Sk  bona  fide  settlement  and  residence 
apon  the  laud,  as  contemplated  by  the  act.  The  improvements  with 
the  exception  of  an  acre  or  two  of  plowed  land,  were  made  by  a  former 
settle?,  and  the  assignees  failed  to  show  that  the  entryman  ever  occu- 
pied the  dug-out  a  single  night.  The  local  officers  found  that  Sweeney 
never  occupied  the  house  and  never  had  a  residence  upon  the  land. 
This  finding  is,  in  my  judgment,  amply  supported  by  the  evidence. 

The  main  allegation  of  error  in  the  appeal  of  Singer  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  is,  in  holding  that  the  law  governing  Osage  entries  re- 
quires residence,  improvement  and  cultivation,  that  it  only  requires 
that  he  shall  be  an  actual  settler  on  the  land  at  date  of  entry,  having 
the  qualification  of  an  pre-emptor.  Such  is  not  the  rule  of  this  Depart* 
ment.  Actual  settlement  must  be  shown  by  residence  following  the 
alleged  act  of  settlement,  and  the  proof  required  to  establish  the  fact 
of  actual  settlement  under  the  act  of  May  28,  1880,  (21  Stats.,  143), 
governing  Osage  entries,  is  no  less  in  degree  than  the  proof  required 
under  the  pre-emption  law.  United  States  v.  Atterbery,  (lOL.  D.,  36); 
United  States  v.  Jones  (lb.  23). 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 
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PRACTICE— AFFIDAVIT  OF  CONTEST. 

HANES  V.  Beatty. 

Where  a  contegtant  preseDto  at  the  local  office  aa  affidavit  of  contest  properly  pre- 
pared for  signatare,  and  ready  for  the  adminiatration  of  the  oath  theiefeo  by  bim- 
aelf  and  oorroboratiiig  wiineasesy  it  ia  the  dnty  of  one  of  the  k»cal  oiOoera,  if  called 
npon  so  to  do,  to  administer  said  oath  to  said  contestant  and  his  witnesses,  pre- 
paratory to  filing  such  affidavit ;  and  the  failure  or  refusal  of  the  local  office  to 
take  such  actton  will  not  defeat  the  contestant's  right  of  priority. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Cluindler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  August  29,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Abrani  O.  Hanes  v,  Robert  Itf  •  Beatty,  on 
appeal  by  Hanes  from  your  office  decision  of  February  8, 1889,  sustain- 
ing the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and  awarding  to  Beatty  a  prior  right 
to  contest  the  homestead  entry  made  by  James  L.  Plammer,  December 
19, 1879,  for  the  SW.  J  Sec.  38,  T.  22  S.,  R.  34  W.,  Garden  City,  Kansas. 

The  evidence  shows  that  on  the  morning  of  June  21, 1888,  the  said 
Beatty,  accompanied  by  two  corroborating  witnesses,  appeared  at  the 
^<  filing  window"  of  the  local  office,  with  the  intention  of  initiating  con- 
test against  said  Plnmmer's  homestead  entry.  As  a  basis  for  such  con- 
test, one  of  Beatty's  corroborating  witnesses,  David  F.  Speare,  pre- 
sented to  the  filing  clerk  of  the  office,  Mr.  W.  W.  Glasscock,  an  affidavit 
that  had  previously  been  prepared,  except  that  the  names  of  the  con- 
testant and  of  his  corroborating  witnesses  were  not  written  on  the  face 
of  the  paper,  and  they  had  not  signed  the  same;  and  he  requested  that 
the  oath  be  administered  to  the  three  (Beatty  and  his  two  witnesses) 
then  and  there  present.  What  then  occurred  is  thus  stated  by  Mr. 
Speare  in  his  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing : 

I  was  the  first  man  at  the  window  of  the  land  office.  Rohert  M.  Beatty,  oontestaot, 
and  Charles  G.  Lindgren,  were  by  my  side  when  I  handed  the  papers  to  Glasscock. 
He  looked  at  the  papers,  pat  the  namber,  46,162,'  on  the  affidavit,  and  said  I  would 
have  to  go  before  a  notary  pablic  and  be  swora.  I  told  him  the  contestant  and  cor- 
roborating witnesses  were  in  readiness  to  sign  the  affidavit  and  be  sworn — ^which  I 
had  seen  done  before  at  the  window  of  the  land  office.    He  said  he  would  not  do  it. 

The  same  witness  further  states  that  Mr.  Oleary,  special  examiner  of 
your  office,  informed  him  that  the  contest  papers  could  be  signed  at  the 
window  and  sworn  to  by  the  register -or  receiver  of  the  land  office. 

Contestant,  Hanes,  in  his  testimony  at  the  hearing,  says : 

There  was  another  party  at  the  door  at  the  time  the  door  opened.  The  other  party, 
a  little  in  advance,  pat  his  papers  in  the  window.  The  clerk  looked  at  the  papers. 
Said  he,  '*  They  are  not  dated  nor  sworn  to ;  they  are  worthless."  I  think  those  are 
about  the  words  he  used,  as  near  as  X  can  recollect. 

The  filing  clerk,  Glasscock,  testifying  upon  the  same  point,  says : 
^^The  papers  being  incomplete,  I  told  the  person  presenting  said  papers 
to  go  and  have  them  fixed  up." 
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Beiu|]^  asked  in  what  respect  the  papers  were  incomplete,  the  witness 
said :  ''  The  contestant  had  not  been  sworn  to  the  affidavit  of  contest, 
and  no  corroborating  witnesses  appeared  on  the  corroboratiup:  affida- 
vit;"  bat  he  does  not  state  that  he  made  this  explanation  to  the  person 
presenting  the  affidavit. 

Beatty  and  his  corroborating  witnesses  went  to  the  nearest  notary's 
office,  where  the  oath  was  administered  to  them  and  the  blanks  that 
had  before  existed  in  the  contest  affidavit  were  filled,  and  within  half 
an  hoar  they  returned  to  the  land  office,  and  again  tendered  said  affi- 
davit 

In  the  meantime,  however,  Hanes  had  offered  his  affidavit  of  contest, 
which  had  been  received  and  noted^.*  Upon  Beatty's  return,  and  the 
(second)  presentation  of  his  affidavit,  the  receiver  inquired  into  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  upon  being  informed  thereof,  directed  that  Beat- 
ty's contest  be  held  as  having  been  filed  prior  to  that  of  Hanes.  Upon 
consideration  of  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  (the  substance  of 
which  has  been  hereinbefore  given),  the  register  and  receiver  found  the 
rights  of  Beatty  to  be  superior  to  those  of  Hanes.  Thereupon  Hanes 
appealed  to  your  office,  which  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers. 
Hanes  now  appeals  to  the  Deparfmeut. 

In  my  opinion,  the  objections  made  by  the  filing  clerk  to  the  affidavit 
of  contest,  whether  those  stated  by  himself  or  those  stated  by  the  con- 
testant, are  insufficient  and  unsatisfactory.  It  was  the  duty  of  one  of 
the  local  officers,  when  called  upon  to  do  so,  to  administer  the  oath  to 
the  contestant  and  his  witnesses.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  witnesses  to 
subscribe  the  affidavits  in  his  presence,  and  the  law  presumes  that  they 
did.  After  the  affidavits  were  subscribed  and  the  oath  administered  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  officer  administering  the  oath  to  add  in  the  jurat 
the  date  when  the  affidavit  was  <<  subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  "  him. 

The  affidavits  were  in  a  proper  condition  to  sign  and  have  the  oath 
administered  when  presented.  The  contestant  did  all  he  could  or  was 
required  nnder  the  law  to  do.  If  neither  of  the  local  officers  were  pres- 
ent, the  applicant  to  contest  ought  not  to  lose  his  rights  because  of 
their  neglect.  (Lytic  v.  State  of  Arkansas,  9  How.,  333).  Beatty  had 
substantially  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  law ;  and  your  de- 
cision awarding  to  him  the  prior  right  of  contest  is  affirmed. 
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ABID  LANDS-ClliCULiAll. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washingtanj  D.  C,  August  9,  1890. 

Registers  and  Receivers^  United  States  Land  Offices. 

Gentlemen  :  Od  the  5th  of  August,  1889,  9  L.  D.,  282,  a  circular 
was  addressed  to  you  by  direction  of  the  Hod.  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
calling  your  attention  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  October  2,  1888, 
25  Stat.,  526,  relative  to  the  lands  in  the  arid  regions  of  the  United 
States  and  instructing  you  thereunder,  which  reads  as  follows,  viz : 

Information  having  reached  this  Department  that  parties  are  endeavoring  to  make 
filings  on  arid  lands  reserved  for  reservoirs,  irrigating  ditches,  and  canals,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  controlling  the  waters  of  lakes  and  rivers  and  their  tribotariee  in  the  arid 
regions,  I  am  directed  by  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  call  yonr  special  atteu- 
tion  to  the  act  of  Cong  ress  approved  October  2, 1888,  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  25, 
page  526,  as  follows : 

"  For  the  pnrpose  of  investigating  the  extent  to  which  the  arid  region  of  the  United 
States  can  be  redeemed  by  irrigation,  and  the  segregation  of  the  irrigable  lands  in 
such  arid  region,  and  for  the  selection  of  sites  for  reservoirs  and  other  hydraulic  works 
necessary  for  the  storage  and  utilization  of  water  for  irrigation  and  the  prevention 
of  floods  and  overflows,  and  to  make  the  necessary  maps,  including  the  pay  of  em- 
ployes in  field  and  in  office,  the  cost  of  all  instruments,  apparatus,  and  materiiUs, 
and  all  other  necessary  expenses  connected  therewith,  the  work  to  be  performed  by 
the  Geological  Survey,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  thesnm 
of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary.  And  the 
Director  of  the  Geological  Survey,  under  the  supervision  of  fhe  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, shall  make  a  report  to  Congress  on  the  first  Monday  in  December  of  each  year, 
showing  how  the  said  money  has  been  expended,  the  amount  used  for  actual  survey 
and  engineer  work  in  the  field  in  locating  sites  for  reservoirs,  and  an  itemized  account 
of  the  expenditures  under  this  appropriation.  And  all  the  lands  which  may  here- 
after be  designated  or  selected  by  such  United  States  surveys  for  sites  for  reservoiis, 
ditches,  or  canals  for  irrigation  purposes  and  all  the  lands  made  susceptible  of  irri- 
gation by  such  reservoirs,  ditches,  or  canals  are  from  this  time  henceforth  hereby 
reserved  from  sale  as  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  not  be  subject  after 
the  passage  of  this  act  to  entry,  settlement  or  occupation  until  further  provided  hy 
law :  Provided^  that  the  President  at  any  time  in  his  discretion,  by  proclamation,  may 
open  any  portion  or  all  of  the  lauds  reserved  by  this  provision  to  settlement  under 
the  homestead  laws." 

The  object  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  foregoing  provision  is  unmistakable. 
The  water  sources  and  the  arid  lands  that  may  be  irrigated  by  the  system  of  national 
irrigation  are  now  reserved  to  be  hereafter,  wheu  redeemed  to  agriculture,  transferred 
to  the  people  of  the  Territories  in  which  they  are  situated  for  homesteads.  The  act 
of  Congress  and  common  justice  require  that  they  should  be  faithfully  preserved  for 
these  declared  purposes. 

The  statute  provides  that  all  lands  which  may  hereafter  be  designated  or  selected 
by  the  Geological  Survey  as  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditches,  or  canals  for  irrigating  pur- 
poses, and  all  lands  made  susceptible  of  irrigation  by  such  reservoirs,  ditches,  or  canals 
are  since  the  passage  of  said  act  absolutely  reserved  from  sale  as  property  of  the 
United  States,  and  shall  not  be  subject  afU^r  thejiassage  of  the  act  to  entry,  settle- 
ment, or  occupation  until  further  provided  by  law,  or  the  President,  by  proclamation, 
may  open  said  lands  to  settlement. 
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Neither  indiyidaals  nor  oorporstions  have  the  right  to  make  filings  upon  any  lands 
thas  leseryedy  nor  can  they  be  permitted  to  obtain  control  of  the  lakes  and  streams 
that  are  susceptible  of  uses  for  irrigating  purposes. 

Yon  will,  therefore,  immediately  cancel  all  filings  made  since  October  2,  1888,  on 
BQch  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditches,  or  canals  for  irrigating  purposes  and  all  lands  that 
may  be  soaceptible  of  irrigation  by  snch  reserroirs,  ditches,  or  canals,  whether  made 
by  individoals  or  corporations,  and  you  will  hereafter  receive  no  filings  upon  any 
snch  lands. 

This  order  you  wiU  carry  into  effect  without  delay. 

It  is  found  that,  notwithstanding  said  act  and  the  instructions  given 
thereunder  by  said  circular,  numerous  filings  and  entries  of  lands  within 
the  arid  regions  appear  to  have  been  permitted  to  be  made,  subsequent 
to  October  2, 1888,  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  These  entries 
and  filings  were  made  at  the  risk  of  the  parties. 

Under  date  of  the  2d  of  April,  1890,  the  matter  of  the  proper  course 
of  proceeding  under  said  act  was  submitted  by  this  office  to  the  Hon. 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  a  request  for  instructions  therein.  It 
appears  that  the  subject  was  laid  by  the  Secretary  before  the  Hon. 
Attomey-Gtoneral  for  his  opinion,  who,  under  date  of  the  27th  of  May, 
1890,  gave  an  opinion  from  which  the  following  is  an  extract,  viz: 

The  object  of  the  act  is  manifest.  It  was  to  prevent  the  entry  npon  and  the  settle- 
meDt  and  sale  of  all  that  part  of  the  arid  region  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United 
States  which  conld  be  improved  by  general  system  of  irrigation,  and  all  lands  which 
might  be  designated  or  selected  by  the  Uuited  States  surveys  as  sites  for  the  reser- 
voirs, ditches,  or  canals  in  snch  systems.  Uaquestionably  it  would  seriously  interfere 
with  the  operation  and  purpose  of  the  act  if  the  sites  neoessary  for  reservoirs  in  such 
plan  of  irrigation  could  be  entered  npon  by  homestead  settlers.  So,  too,  it  would  be 
obviously  unjust  if  pending  the  survey  made  with  a  view  to  their  segregation  for 
improvement  by  irrigation  these  lands  should  be  entered  upon  and  settled  as  arid 
lands  of  the  United  States.  It  was,  therefore,  the  purpose  of  Congress  by  this  act  to 
suspend  all  rights  of  entry  upon  any  lauds  which  would  come  within  the  improving 
operation  of  the  plans  of  irrigation  to  be  reported  by  the  Director  of  the  Geological 
Survey  under  this  act.  Language  could  hardly  be  stronger  than  are  the  words  of 
the  act  in  expressing  this  intention. 

All  the  lands  which  may  hereafter  be  designated  or  selected,  etc.,  are  from  this 
time  henceforth  hereby  reserved  from  sale,  etc.,  and  shall  not  be  subject  after  the 
passage  of  this  act  to  entry,  etc.,  until  further  provided  by  law. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  if  an  entry  was  made  npon  land  which  was  there- 
after designated  in  a  United  States  survey  as  a  site  for  a  reservoir,  or  which  was  by 
such  reservoir  made  susceptible  of  irrigation,  the  entry  would  be  invalid,  and  the 
land  so  entered  upon  would  remain  the  property  of  the  United  States,  the  reservation 
thereof  dating  back  to  the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  far-reaching  eftect  of  this  construction  cannot  deprive  the  words  of  the  act  of 
their  ordinary  and  neoessary  meaning.  The  proviso  that  **  the  President  at  any  time 
in  his  discretion,  by  proclamation,  may  open  any  portion  or  all  of  the  lands  so  re- 
served," was  the  legislative  mode  of  modifying  and  avoiding  the  far-reaching  effect 
of  the  act,  whenever  it  should  api)ear  to  the  Executive  to  have  too  wide  an  operation. 
Entries  should  not  be  permitted,  therefore,  upon  any  part  of  the  arid  regions  which 
might  poesibly  come  within  the  operation  of  this  act. 

These  proceedings  having  consumeid  some  time,  I  am  now  in  receipt 
of  the  Secretary's  letter  of  the  4th  instant,  in  which,  afier  alluding  to 


222  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THfi   PDBLIC   LANDS. 

previous  correspondence  and  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-Gleneral  from 
which  an  extract  is  above  quoted,  he  directs  that  this  office  shall  pro- 
ceed to  carry  the  law  "into  effect,  according  to  the  terms  and  instruc- 
tions already  existing  from  the  Secretary,^  referring  to  the  instructions 
contained  in  circular  of  August  5, 1889,  above  given. 

I  have  to  call  your  special  and  particular  attention  to  the  foregoing 
order  from  the  head  of  the  Department,  and  to  direct  in  reference  to 
the  subject  matter  that  yon  proceed  strictly  in  accordance  therewith. 
Although,  in  any  case,  there  be  at  the  time  no  designation  of  the  land 
involved  therein  as  a  selection  for  a  site  or  sites  for  reservoirs,  ditches, 
or  canals  for  irrigation  purposes,  or  as  land  thereby  made  susceptible  of 
iiTigation,  that  fact  is  not  to  be  considered  as  showing  that  the  land  is 
open  to  entry,  as,  although  not  yet  so  selected,  it  may  be  liable  to  such 
selection,  under  said  act,  which  is  held  to  withdraw  all  lands  so  liable 
from  disposal.  You  will,  therefore,  permit  no  entry  orfilingof  any  lands 
lying  within  the  arid  regions  that  may  be  included  iu  your  land  district, 
on  any  condition  whatever,  but  will  promptly  reject  any  application 
that  may  be  made  for  such  an  entry  or  filing,  with  the  usual  right  of 
appeal.  You  will  take  any  necessary  action  to  ascertain  the  proper 
limits  of  the  arid  regions,  and  whether  any  lands  in  your  districts  are 
included  therein,  and  if  you  have  any  doubt  thereof,  you  may  submit 
the  question  to  this  office  for  specific  instructions. 

Any  entries  or  filings  of  lands  within  the  arid  regions  which  may  have 
already  been  allowed,  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  October 
2, 18S8,  and  reported  to  this  office,  will  be  taken  up  and  acted  upon 
according  to  the  principles  indicated  herein,  as  soon  as  practicable  in 
the  course  of  official  business. 
Very  respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Geoff, 

Commisinaner. 


swamp  lani>  indemnity  claim. 

State  op  Illinois,  (Livingston  County). 

In  the  inyestigatioQ  of  claims  under  tlio  swamp  grant  the  proceedings  of  the  special 
agent  should  be  in  accordance  with  departmental  regulations. 

Secretary  If  able  to  tlis  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  August 

30,  1890. 

The  State  of  Illinois  has  appealed  from  your  ofQce  decision  of  May 
14,  1887,  rejecting  its  application  for  cash  indemnity  for  certain  lands 
in  Livingston  county,  in  said  State,  alleged  to  be  swamp  and  overflowed, 
and  if  so,  inuring  to  the  State  under  the  acts  of  September  28, 1850 
(9  Stat,  619),  and  March  2,  1855  (10  Stat.,  631). 

In  the  investigation  of  the  claimed  swamp-lands  of  this  county,  ac- 
cording to  the  record  transmitted,  there  appears  to  have  been  no  pre- 
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tense  even,  on  the  part  of  the  special  agent  of  your  office  (Mr.  W.  F. 
Elliott),  of  complying  with  therales  and  regulations  of  the  Department 
relative  to  the  taking  of  proofs  in  cases  of  swamp4and  indemnity 
claims  (Gopp's  Land  Laws,  Ed.  of  1882,  Vol.  2, 1042). 

(1)  Under  these  rules,  the  agent  is  requested  to  secure  such  reliable 
information  as  he  can  obtain  from  personal  examination  and  observa- 
tion. The  agent  report-s  that  he  made  a  ^^  personal  examination  " ;  the 
State  agent  asserts  that  the  agent  of  your  office  '^  described  the  selec- 
tions simply  as  he  saw  them  while  driving  hurriedly  by  them  in  a 
buggy  ^ — ^furnishing  no  proof  of  this,  however,  beyond  his  own  asser- 
tion. Whether  the  assertion  be  true  or  not  is  a  matter  of  no  impor- 
tance, in  view  of  other  facts  disclosed  by  the  record. 

(2)  The  departmental  rules  require  that  the  agent  shall  obtain  <^  a 
knowledge  of  the  land  during  a  series  of  years  extending  as  near  to  the 
date  of  the  grant  as  possible."  Instead  of  this,  the  agent  reports  the 
condition  of  the  land  as  he  found  it.  There  are  affidavits  'of  five  per- 
sons, who  have  resided  in  said  county  from  sixteen  to  thirty-seven 
years,  to  the  effect  that  the  season  of  1886 — when  agent  Elliott  made 
his  examination — was  one  of  the  driest  ever  known  in  that  vicinity.  A 
comparison  of  Agent  Elliott's  report  with  that  of  Special  Agent  Walker, 
of  your  office,  relative  to  some  of  Ihe  same  tracts,  would  seem  to  cor- 
roborate this  statement,  and  show  that  his  report,  if  correct,  must  have 
shown  the  condition  of  the  tracts  referred  to  in  a  very  exceptional  year. 

(3)  'The  departmental  rules  require  that  the  agent  shall  inform  him- 
self of  the  character  of  the  land  not  alone  by  personal  examination  and 
observation,  but  "  by  inquiry  of  the  owner  or  resident,  if  any  there  be, 
and  of  persons  residing  in  the  vicinity  having  personal  knowledge  of 
the  past  and  present  character  of  the  land."  In  all  properly  conducted 
examinations,  the  affidavits  of  such  owners,  residents,  or  persons  resid- 
ing in  the  vicinity,  are  taken,  and  transmitted  with  the  record ;  but 
nothing  of  the  kind  appears  in  this  case.  On  the  contrary,  the  special 
agent  says  (see  last  page  of  his  report) : 

In  this  embarrassing  case  I  had  to  act  solely  on  my  own  judgment  as  to 
the  correctness  of  my  position  on  any  tract  of  land. 

(4)  CTpon  the  completion  of  this  examination,  at  least  thirty  days, 
notice  shall  be  given  the  State,  or  claimants  under  the  State,  of  the  time 
and  place  when  and  where  testimony  will  be  received  touching  tbe  char- 
acter of  the  lands  described.  Agent  Elliott  gave  no  such  notice  (ac- 
cording to  the  twelfth  assignment  of  error  herewith) ;  he  makes  no  rec- 
ord of  any  such  notice ;  on  the  contrary  he  mentions  as  a  matter  of 
dissatisfaction  the  fact  that  the  State  Agent  (Mr.  Hitt),  or  his  deputy 
(Mr.  Lewis),  ^*  have  one  or  both  been  here  all  the  time,"  and  complains 
of  it  as  '<  a  source  of  annoyance."  (See  bottom  of  first  page  of  Report.) 
He  seems  not  to  have  had  the  least  idea  that  they  were  his  appointed 
co-workers,  whose  duty  it  was  to  assist  in  the  task  of  determining  what 
land  belonged  to  the  State  and  what  to  the  United  States  government. 
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(5)  Having  been  properly  notified,  the  State  should  be  given  oppor- 
tunity to  offer  <^  the  testimony  of  at  least  two  respectable  and  disinter- 
ested witnesses  who  have  personal  and  exact  knowledge  of  the  condi- 
tion of  the  laud  during  a  series  of  years.^  In  all  properly  conducted 
examinations,  the  affidavits  of  such  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  State 
are  taken,  and  transmitted  with  the  record.  But  no  such  testimouy 
appears  in  this  case ;  and  as  matter  of  fact  none  was  taken. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  several  important  respects  the  examination  iii 
the  case  at  bar  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  de- 
partmental regulations.  The  facts  furnished  in  the  report  of  the  ageut 
of  your  office  are  wholly  insufficient  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  action  by 
your  office  or  the  Department,  either  in  accepting  or  rejectiug  theclaiai 
of  the  State.  As  was  said  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Hardin 
County,  Iowa  (5  L.  D.,  236) : 

The  evidence  already  presented  as  to  the  claioi  nnder  consideration  certainly  does 

not  bind  your  office  or  the  Department  to  a  final  adjadication 

To  hold  that  it  does  woald  be  contrary  to  reason,  and  woald,  in  efiEect,  lead  to  the 
final  adjudication,  certification,  and  passing  of  rights  and  titles  in  violation  of  law — 
which,  as  to  claims  of  the  class  here  in  question,  requires  due  proof  before  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office. 

It  being  clear  that,  in  the  case  at  bar,  ^'  due  proof  of  the  character 
of  the  lands  in  question  has  not  been  given,  you  are  directed  to  cause 
a  re-examination  thereof  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  departmental 
regulations  for  such  causes  made  and  provided.  * 


RAILROAD  GRANT-PRE-EMPTIOX  FIXING. 

Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co,  v.  Haines.    (On  Review). 

The  existence  of  a  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing  of  record  at  the  date  when  the 
grant  grant  becomes  efifectiYc,  raises  a  presumption  of  settlement  as  alleged,  and 
of  the  actual  existence  of  the  claim,  which  is  conclusive  as  against  the  grant,  in 
the  absence  of  an  allegation  that  said  filing  was  void  ab  inilio. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  CommUsioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  1, 1890. 

On  November  30, 1889, 1  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  of  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  affirming  the  decision  of  yoar  office  rejecting 
the  claim  of  said  company  for  the  NW.  |  of  SE.  ^  Sec.  3,  T.  3  S.,  B.  70 
W.,  Denver  Colorado,  npon  the  gronnd  that  the  tract  was  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  by  reason  of  the  unexpired  filing  (de- 
claratory statement  No.  3180)  of  Fred  Shnmph,  made  March  7, 1867, 
appearing  of  record  at  date  of  definite  location. 

Before  the  promulgation  of  said  decision  by  yonr  office,  counsel  for 
the  railway  company  filed  an  application  to  have  said  decision  recalled 
npon  the  ground  that  the  case  was  considered  by  the  Department  with- 
out having  the  whole  record  before  it.    It  is  alleged  in  said  application 
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that  the  pre-emption  claimant  whose  filing  appeared  of  record  at  date 
of  definite  location^  was  Fred  Schnaaflfer  and  not  Fred  Shamph  as 
stated  in  the  decision  of  your  office  and  of  the  Department,  and  that 
the  files  and  records  of  your  office  show  that  a  hearing  was  had  in  the 
case  of  The  Denver  Pacific  Railroad  Company  against  Henry  Moore 
and  Fred  Hchnaafi^r  involving  the  right  to  the  N W.  ^  of  SE.  ^  of  said 
section  3,  and  other  lauds,  and  upon  the  testimony  presented  at  said 
hearing,  the  local  officers  found  that  said  Moore  sind  Schnauffer  never 
resided  uiK)n  or  improved  or  cultivated  the  land,  and  recommended  the 
cancellation  of  the  declaratory  statements  1526  and  3180,  which  was 
affirmed  by  yonr  office  June  4, 1874,  holding  that  by  reason  thereof  the 
land  was  not  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company  and  that  as  their 
old  filings  had  then  expired,  the  case  was  closed. 

In  view  of  said  allegation,  I  recalled  said  decision  by  letter  of  Decem- 
ber 28, 1889,  and  on  January  8, 1890  you  returned  the  papers  and  also 
submitted  therewith  the  record  of  the  hearing  and  a  copy  of  the  decis- 
ion of  your  office  of  June  4,  1874,  referred  to  in  the  application  of  coun- 
sel for  the  railroad  company. 

The  records  of  your  office  show  that  declaratory  statement  3180  filed 
March  7, 1867  for  the  N  VV.  J  of  SE.  i  Sec.  3  T.  3  S.,  R.  70  W.,  Denver, 
Colorado,  was  filed  by  Fred  Schnanffer  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
filing  for  said  tract  was  ever  made  by  Fred  Shumph  or  by  any  other  per- 
son except  the  one  above  mentioned. 

It  also  appears  that  a  hearing  was  had  in  the  case  of  the  Denver  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  r.  Henry  Moore  and  Fred  Schnanffer,  involving 
the  right  to  the  NW.  i  of  SE.  j  of  Sec.  3,  and  other  lands,  said  NW.  i 
being  embraced  only  in  declaratory  statement  3180  of  Schnanffer ;  that 
upon  the  testimony  taken  at  said  hearing  the  local  officers  found  that 
said  Moore  and  Schnauffer  never  resided  upon,  improved  or  cultivated 
said  tract,  and  on  June  4,  1874,  your  office  in  passing  upon  said  case 
held  as  follows: — 

The  tostiniony  submitted  ehows  that  uoither  Moore  or  Schuauffer  have  ever  re- 
Bided  upon  or  bad  any  improvements  on  the  land  in  contest.  I  am  therefore  of  the 
opinion  that  at  the  date  of  the  railroad  right  attaching,  there  was  no  valid  subsist- 
ing claim  to  the  land  which  excepted  it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

The  filings  of  Moore  and  Schuau Iter  having  long  since  expired  by  limitation,  the 
case  has  been  closed. 

But  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road  this  tract  was  covered 
by  9,  prima  facie  vBlid  preemption  filing  of  record,  and  said  filing  not 
having  expired  at  that  date  excepted  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the 
grant  for  all  time.  The  question  as  to  whether  the  pre-emptor  under 
such  filing  inhabited,  cultivated  and  improved  the  tract,  or  made  set- 
tlement thereon,  can  not  be  raised  by  the  company.  Such  a  filing  raises 
a  presumption  of  settlement  as  alleged,  and  of  the  actual  existence  of 
the  claim,  in  the  absence  of  allegations  that  it  was  void  ab  initio,  which 
18  conclusive  as  against  the  grant  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
Uil^YOL  11^-^16 
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V.  Stovenour,  10  L.  D.,  645 ;  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v. 
Fugelli,  ib.,  288 ;  Randall  v.  St.  Paul  and  Sioux  City  Railroad  Com- 
pany, ib.,  54. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  Commissioner,  upon  an  ex  partehesiTing  ordered 
upon  the  application  of  the  company,  has  held  that  Schnauffer  never 
resided  upon  the  laud,  and  that  therefore  there  was  no  valid  subsisting 
claim  to  the  land  which  excepted  it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  will 
not  prevent  the  Department  from  re-adjudicating  that  question  at  any 
time  prior  to  certification,  and  if  the  lands  so  excepted  had  been  certi- 
fied or  patented,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  this  Department,  under  the  act 
of  March  3^  1887  (24  Stat,  656),  to  demand  of  the  company  a  reconvey- 
ance of  the  laud,  and  upon  refusal  of  the  company  to  reconvey,  to 
transmit  the  papers  to  the  Attorney  General  that  proceedings  might  be 
instituted  for  the  recovery  of  the  title,  (Boyer  i?.  Union  Pacific  Ry. 
Co.  10  L.  D.  668). 

The  additional  record  submitted  with  your  letter  of  January  8, 1890, 
presents  no  grounds  for  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Department  of 
November  30, 1889,  and  it  is  therefore  affirmed. 


PRIVATE  CLAIM— APPEAL- ACT  OP  FBBBTJART  95,  1869. 

Heibs  of  Alfbed  Bent. 

The  provisioDB  of  section  1,  act  of  February  25, 1869,  do  not  authorize  an  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers  on  claims  presented  under  the  Vigil  and  St.  Vrain 
grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler   to  the  Commissioner  of    the  General  Land 

Office^  September  1, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  George  Thompson  from  your  office 
decision  of  October  17, 1888,  refusing  to  consider  the  appeal  of  the  heirs 
of  Alfred  Bent  from  the  judgment  of  the  register  and  receiver  at  Pu- 
eblo, Colorado,  dated  February  23, 1874,  rejecting  their  claim  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  land  embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  private  land  claim  of 
Cornelio  Vigil  and  Oeran  St.  Yrain,  known  as  the  Las  Animas  grant. 

Thompson  is  the  present  owner  of  the  derivative  claim  of  the  heirs 
of  Alfred  Bent,  under  the  Vigil  and  St.  Vrain  grant. 

The  facts  in  connection  with  this  claim  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  vari- 
ous letters  from  your  office  addressed  to  the  local  officers  at  Pueblo,  and 
to  the  attorneys  in  the  case. 

The  only  question  to  be  determined  at  this  time  is,  should  the  ap- 
peal of  the  heirs  of  Alfred  Bent  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver,  dated  February  23,  1874,  rejecting  their  claim  under  said 
grant,  be  taken  up  and  considered  and  decided  upon  its  merits. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  February  25,  1869  (15  Stat.,  275),  pro- 
vides that  claimants  under  the  Vigil  and  St.  Vrain  grant  may  estab- 
lish their  claims  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  register  and  receiver,  but  the 
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act  18  silent  as  to  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  decision  of  said  officers. 
Yoar  office,  however,  held  that  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Commissioner, 
and  from  his  decision  to  the  Secretary,  existed,  and  Secretary  Delano, 
under  dat^s  of  October  27,  1874,  and  January  23, 1875,  affirmed  said 
judgment. 

Soon  after  the  last  mentioned  date,  William  Oraig,  one  of  the  deriv- 
ative claimants  under  the  grant,  who  contended  that  the  right  of  ap- 
peal did  not  exist,  made  application  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  for  an  order  directing  the  surveyor-general  of  Colorado  to  issue 
to  him  a  plat  of  the  land  awarded  to  him  by  the  register  and  receiver. 
The  President  referred  the  question  involved  to  the  Attorney  General 
for  an  expression  of  his  opinion.  In  this  opinion,  rendered  May  15, 
1876  (15  Opinions  Attorney-General,  94),  the  Attorney  General,  after 
full  consideration  of  the  question,  held  that  no  appeal  could  be  enter- 
tained by  the  Land  Department  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver.  Acting  upon  this  opinion,  the  President  directed  that  plats 
of  the  laud  awarded  to  Craig  by  the  register  and  receiver  issue  to  him, 
thus  holding  that  the  decision  rendered  by  those  officers  was  final. 

On  July  3, 1877,  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon 
the  application  of  Thomas  Leitensdorfer  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  proceed  with 
the  hearing  of  his  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver 
in  a  case  similar  to  the  one  now  under  consideration,  denied  said  ap- 
plication holding  that  no  appeal  lay  in  such  a  case,  and  in  the  case  of 
Craig  V.  Leitensdorfer,  decided  at  the  October  term,  1887  (123  U.  S., 
189),  the  supreme  court  declined  to  express  any  opinion  on  that  ques- 
tion. 

The  Department  is  thus  left  without  the  guidance  of  a  decision  by 
the  highest  judicial  tribunal  on  this  important  question.  In  view,  how- 
ever, of  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General,  the  action  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  and  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  District 'of  Columbia,  I  do  not  feel  that  I  would  be  justified,  atthis 
time,  in  holding  to  an  opinion  contrary  to  that  expressed  by  these  high 
officers  of  the  government,  and  the  judicial  tribunal  named. 

I  am  confirmed  in  this  opinion  by  the  action  of  Secretary  Teller,  in 
the  case  of  Bafael  Chacon  (2  L.  D.,  590),  and  by  the  further  fact  that 
approved  plats  of  survey,  of  the  land  awarded  by  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver, have  been  delivered  to  the  claimants,  as  evidence  of  title,  for  all 
the  land  confirmed  to  Vigil  and  St.  Yrain  by  the  act  of  June  1, 1860 
(12  Stat.  71),  with  the  exception  of  3012  acres,  and  of  this  amount  3006 
acres  were  awarded  to  dififerent  claimants  by  the  register  and  receiver, 
and  the  claims  are  now  awaiting  adjustment  by  the  Land  Department. 

The  government  has  thus  parted  with  all  the  title  it  possessed  to 
nearly  all  the  land  confirmed,  and  the  remaining  poilion  of  the  land 
embraced  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the  grant  has  been  declared  sub- 
ject to  settlement  and  entry  under  the  public  land  laws. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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SWAMP  LAl^D  CLAIM-WAIVEK. 

State  op  Illinois  (Moultrie  County). 

The  claim  of  the  State,  ivhile  pendiug  on  adjuBtmeut,  shonld  not  be  contiiderod  as 
''waived,"  in  the  absence  of  a  formal  waiver,  filed  with  the  record,  and  signed 
by  the  agent  of  the  State,  or  his  dnly  anthorized  deputy. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Atigust 

30, 1890. 

The  State  of  Illinois  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  Jan- 
nary  22, 1886,  rejecting  its  application  for  cash  indemnity  for  certain 
lands  in  Moultrie  county,  in  said  State,  alleged  to  be  swamp  and  over- 
flowed, and  if  so,  inuring  to  the  State  under  the  acts  of  September  28, 
1850  (9  Stat.,  619),  and  March  2, 1855  (10  Stat.,  634). 

There  are  eight  allegations  of  error,  which  are  word  for  word  the 
same  as  the  first  eight  allegations  of  error  in  the  case  of  Champaign 
county,  Illinois  (10  L.  D.,  121) ;  and  the  case  at  bar,  being  in  all  essen- 
tial respects  similiar  to  the  Champaign  county  case,  will  be  reconsidered 
and  disposed  of  by  your  office  in  accordance  with  the  rules  laid  down 
therein. 

The  special  agent  of  your  office  (Mr.  A.  B.  Evans),  in  his  report,  has 
written  opposite  a  considerable  number  of  descriptions,  '^  State  waives," 
and  attached  to  your  office  decision  appealed  from  is  a  memorandum, 
reading :  "  The  State  offered  no  proof  on  any  of  the  tracts  held  for  rejec- 
tion, and  waived  its  claim."  It  would  seem  that  if  the  State  had  waived 
its  claim  to  all  the  tracts  held  for  rejection  by  your  office,  it  would  not 
appeal  from  your  office  decision  holding  the  same  for  rejection ;  but  in 
the  record  I  find  a  certified  copy  of  the  following  resolution  passed  by 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  Moultrie  county,  on  the  14th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1886 : 

Retolved,  That  the  State  Agent,  Isaac  R.  Hitt,  be  requested  to  appeal  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
in  the  matter  of  the  claim  of  Moultrie  county,  Illinois,  v.  The  United  States,  growing 
out  of  the  swamp-land  grant. 

This  is  but  one  of  several  cases,  in  the  investigation  of  claims  for 
swamp-land  indemnity  by  the  State  of  Illinois,  where  the  special  agent 
has  alleged  that  the  State  had  waited  its  claim,  but  where  the  county 
authorities  (acting  for  the  State),  or  the  State  agent,  denied  having 
made  any  waiver.  The  only  safe  rule  to  follow  in  this  respect  is  that 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Dallas  county,  Iowa  (decided  by  the  Depart- 
ment February  14, 1890 — not  reported) : 

You  will  consider  a  claim  as  waived  only  where  a  formal  waiver,  signed  by  the  StatQ 
agent  or  his  dul^  authorized  deputy,  is  to  be  found  on  Ale  in  the  record. 
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RAILUOAD  LANDS-ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1887. 

Instructions. 

Tlie  right  of  purchase  from  the  government,  conferred  by  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 
ldr)7, 18  not  limited  to  the  immediate  purcliaser  from  the  company,  but  may  be  ex- 
ercised by  any  bona  fide  pnrchascr  of  the  land  who  has  the  requisite  qnalitication 
in  the  matter  of  citizenship ;  and  if  the  applicant  is  not  the  original  purchaser 
from  the  company  it  U  immaterial  what  the  qualifications  of  his  immediate 
grantor,  or  the  intervening  pnrchasers  may  have  been. 

Secretary  Noble  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  August 

30, 1890. 

1  am  ill  receipt  of  yoar  communication  of  August  1,  1890,  relating  to 
the  act  of  March  3,  18S7  (24  Stat.,  556),  and  the  departmental  circular 
of  instructions  issued  thereunder  February  13, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  348),  based 
upon  the  case  of  Samuel  L.  Campbell  (id.,  27).  You  call  attention  to 
the  fifth  section  of  the  act,  and  to  that  part  of  the  circular  applicable 
thereto. 

This  section  provides : 

That  where  any  said  company  shall  have  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  ^'ho  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  such  citizens,  as  a  part  of  its 
grant,  lands  not  conveyed  to  or  for  the  use  of  such  company,  said  lands  being  the 
numbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coterminous  with  the  constructed 
parts  of  said  road,  and  where  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bona  fide  purchaser 
thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said  lands  at 
the  ordinary  government  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shall  issue  there- 
for to  the  »aid  bona  fide  purchaser  his  heirs  or  assigns  :  Provided,  That  all  lands  shall 
be  excepte<l  from  the  provisions  of  this  section  which,  at  the  date  of  such  sales  were 
in  the  bona  fide  occupation  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre-emption  or  hom^tead 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation  have  not  since  been  vol- 
untarily abitudoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre-emption  and  homestead 
claimants  shall  be  permitted  to  perfect  their  proofs  and  entries  and  receive  patents 
therefor :  Provided  further,  That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  lands  settled  upon  sub- 
sequent to  the  first  day  of  December.  1682,  by  persons  claiming  to  enter  the  same  under 
the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States,  as  to  which  lauds  the  parties  claiming  the 
same  as  afoi'esaid  shall  be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

The  circular  prescribes  that  applicants  to  purchase  under  this  section 
must  submit  proof  showing,  among  other  things — 

X  That  it  (the  land)  was  sold  by  the  company  to  the  applicant,  or  one  under  whom 
he  claims,  as  a  part  of  its  grant,  and 

7.  That  the  applicant  is,  or  has  declared  his  intention  to  become,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States. 

You  state  that — 

Under  the  instructions,  either  the  original  purchaser,  or  his  transferee,  may  pur- 
chase under  this  section,  and  in  the  event  that  the  applicant  be  the  transferee  of  the 
original  purchaser,  he  is  only  required  to  show  that  he  is,  or  has  declared  his  inten- 
tion to  become,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
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GommcntiDg  thereon  you  farther  say — 

A  reading  of  the  act  will  show  that  only  such  sales  as  had  heen  made  by  the  com- 
pany to  a  citizen,  or  person  having  declared  his  intention  to  become  snch,  were  to  be 
respeeted ;  in  other  words,  it  was  to  defeat  purchases  by  foreigners,  and  the  section 
reqnired  the  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United 
States.  As  the  instructions  stand,  if  the  purchaser  from  the  company  was  a  foreigner, 
and  he  sold  to  a  citizen,  the  citizen  might  make  proof,  and  thus  the  intention  of  the 
statute  is  indirectly  defeated. 

Yon  thereupon  express  the  opinion  ^<  that  the  statute  contemplated 
the  purchase  to  be  made  by  or  through  the  original  purchaser  of  the 
company^  and  that  it  is  necessary  to  be  shown  that  he  is  such  a  person 
as  is  contemplated  by  the  act ; "  and  you  recommend  that  the  instruc- 
tions be  amended  accordingly. 

Your  construction  of  the  act  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  theory  that 
the  transferee  of  the  immediate  purchaser  from  the  company  must  nec- 
essarily occupy  the  same  position,  as  regards  his  right  to  purchase  from 
the  government,  as  that  of  his  immediate  grantor ;  in  other  words,  if 
the  original  purchaser  from  the  company  is  for  any  reason  not  qualified 
to  purchase  from  the  government,  no  grantee  of  such  original  purchaser 
whether  otherwise  qualified  or  not,  can  become  a  purchaser  under  the 
act. 

I  do  not  think  this  construction  is  sound.  The  section  in  question 
was  evidently  intended  by  Congress  for  the  benefit  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  or  persons  having  declared  their  intention  to  become 
such,  who  in  good  faith,  shall  have  purchased  lands  within  the  limits  of 
railroad  grants  and  coterminous  with  constructed  parts  of  the  roads, 
with  the  bona  fide  belief  that  the  company  had  title  thereto.  It  can 
make  no  difference,  in  my  judgment,  whether  the  applicant  is  the  im- 
mediate purchaser  from  the  company,  or  a  purchaser  one  or  more  de- 
grees removed.  If  he  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  land,  and  has  the 
required  qualifications  as  to  citizenship,  he  is  within  the  intendment  of 
the  statute,  and  if  he  be  not  the  original  purchaser  from  the  company 
it  is  immaterial  what  the  qualifications  of  his  immediate  grantor,  or  the 
intervening  purchasers  may  have  been.  If  his  immediate  grantor  was 
a  foreigner,  and  his  purchase  was  simply  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring 
title  from  the  government  for  the  benefit  of  the  foreigner,  he  would  not 
be  a  bona  ^(76  purchaser,  and  would  not  therefore  come  within  the  terms 
of  the  act. 

It  was  not  in  any  sense,  the  intention  of  Congress  to  confirm  sales 
made  by  the  company,  but  rather  to  afford  to  citizens,  or  persons  hav- 
ing declared  their  intention  to  become  such,  who  were  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers of  lands  to  which  the  company  had  no  title,  a  means  of  acquir- 
ing title  from  the  government,  to  the  exclusion  of  settlers  or  purchasers 
under  the  general  land  laws. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  instructions  in  question  are  sufficiently 
explicit,  and  that  they  properly  declare  the  law. 
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SIOUX  INDIAN  LANDS-HOMESTBAD. 

BiCHABD  Griffin. 

A  homestead  entry  erroneoa^ly  allowed  for  land  within  the  Sionx  Indian  reservation, 
may  remain  intact,  on  the  release  of  said  land  from  snch  reservation,  and  take 
efi'ect  as  of  the  date  when  the  land  was  opened  to  settlement. 

Agricnltnral  lands,  formerly  within  said  reservation,  and  opened  to  settlement  nnder 
the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  are  subject  to  disposition  only  nnder  the  homestead 
law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  OhandUr  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  2, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Eichard  Griffin  from  the  decision  of 
yoar  office,  dated  Jane  9,  1887,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead 
entry  No.  14,821,  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  104  N.,  R.  69  W.,  and  also 
his  timber  caltare  entry,  No.  11,182,  of  the  S  W.  J  of  said  section,  town- 
ship and  range,  Mitchell  land  district.  South  Dakota,  both  dated  Novem- 
ber 26, 1880,  because  said  entries  were  '^  within  the  limits  of  the  Sioux 
Indian  reservation  in  Dakota  Territory." 

It  appears,  that  one  of  the  boundaries  of  said  reservation  was  not 
clearly  defined  by  the  first  survey  thereof,  so  that  settlers  were  liable 
to  locate  upon  the  reserved  lands ;  that  it  was  generally  understood 
that  American  creek  was  the  boundary  of  <Hhe  Grow  creek  reserve  "  on 
the  south ;  that  said  creek  was  in  fact  the  southern  boundary  of  said 
reservation,  so  far  as  it  had  any  well  defined  channel  east  to  the  range 
line,  between  the  ranges  Kos.  69  and  70  W. ;  that  in  1882  the  southern 
boundary  was  fixed  by  a  survey,  which  showed  that  the  land  covered 
by  said  entries  was  within  the  Indian  reservation. 

In  an  affidavit,  dated  May  19,  1886,  and  duly  corroborated,  Mr.  Grif- 
fin swears  that  he  commenced  residing  upon  his  said  homestead  about 
May  1, 1881,  and  has  continuously  lived  upon  and  improved  said  tract 
until  the  date  of  said  affidavit;  that  he  came  to  the  local  office  to  make 
final  proof  in  support  of  his  homestead  claim,  when  he  learned,  for  the 
first  time,  that  his  entry  had  been  suspended  by  your  office,  on  Novem- 
ber 14, 1882 )  that  when  he  entered  said  tract  he  received  from  said 
local  office  a  plat  which  showed  that  all  of  township  104,  range  69, 
south  of  the  American  creek,  was  subject  to  entry  and  no  part  of  the 
Indian  reservation ;  that  by  a  subsequent  survey  all  of  the  land  in  said 
township,  north  of  the  south  line  of  affiant's  said  homestead  falls  within 
the  reservation ;  that  he  made  said  entry  in  good  faith ;  that  he  <^  con- 
tested the  timber  entry  on  the  west,"  adjoining  his  homestead,  and 
upon  the  cancellation  thereof,  made  said  timber  culture  entry,  upon 
which  he  had  broken  nearly  eleven  acres ;  that  in  view  of  the  foregoing 
facts,  said  Oriffin  requested  that  his  said  entries  '^  be  allowed  to  stand 
until  such  time  as  the  Indian  reservation  bill,  now  before  Congress, 
shall  be  finally  passed  upon." 
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Your  oflico  ileuied  said  application  on  June  9, 1887,  and  beld  said 
entries  for  cancellation,  as  aforesaid. 

The  appeal  and  specification  of  errors  are  defective  in  being  too  gen- 
eraly  and  might  be  dismissed  for  that  reason.  Bat,  in  view  of  the  sub- 
sequent legislation  of  Congress  by  which  a  portion  of  said  reservation, 
including  the  land  in  question,  was  opened  to  settlement,  I  have  con- 
cluded to  examine  the  record  in  this  case. 

By  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  888),  the  Sioux  reservation  was 
divided  into  separate  reservations,  with  distinct  boundaries,  and  the 
residue,  including  the  land  in  question,  was  released  to  the  United 
States. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  question  of  the  good  faith  of  the  ap- 
plicant, and  I  see  no  good  reason  why  his  said  homestead  entry  should 
not  be  allowed  to  remain  intact,  and  take  effect  from  the  date  when  the 
land  covered  thereby  became  subject  to  settlement  under  the  provisions 
of  said  act  of  1889,  and  the  claimant  allowed  to  perfect  his  entry  under 
the  requirements  of  said  act. 

Inasmuch  as  section  12  of  the  act  expressly  provides  '^  that  ail  lands 
adapted  to  agriculture,  with  or  without  irrigation,  so  sold  or  released  to 
the  United  States  by  any  Indian  tribe,  shall  be  held  by  the  United  States 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  securing  homes  to  actual  and  bona  fide  settlers 
only,  in  tracts  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  aeres  to  any  one 
person,"  etc.,  it  is  apparent  that  Mr.  Griffin  can  not  acquire  title  to  the 
land  covered  by  his  timber  culture  entry,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
timber  culture  act,  for  the  reason  this  laud  is  only  subject  to  homestead 
entry.    His  said  timber  culture  entry  must  therefore  be  canceled. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 


PRACTICE— RES  JUDICATA. 

Mary  C.  Stephenson. 

A  decision  of  the  Department,  long  acquiesced  in,  will  not  be  reconsidered  on  the  more 
allef^ation  of  error  in  conntruing  the  law. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  2, 1890. 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  filed  on  the  24th  nit.  for  review  of  the  de- 
cision of  the  Department,  dated  December  3,  1886,  affirming  the  action 
of  your  office  in  inserting  in  a  soldiers'  additional  homestead  certificate 
issned  to  Mary  G.  Stephenson,  widow  of  A^lexander  G.  Stephenson,  a 
clause  requiring  her  to  famish  at  date  of  entry,  evidence  '^  that  she  is 
still  the  widow  of  A.  0.  Stephenson."  With  the  record  is  a  letter  from 
A.  A.  Hosmer,  the  attorney  in  the  case,  requesting  that  the  motion  <'  be 
considered  as  a  petition  for  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretarv  and  that  he  will  direct  the  issue  of  a  new  certificate  of 
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Mr8.  StepheDSon's  right,  omitting  therefrom  the  clause  interpolated  in 
the  one  previously  issued  requiring  her  to  submit  to  the  district  land 
office  proof  at  the  date  of  filing  her  application  for  an  additional  entry, 
that  she  is  still  living  and  has  not  remarried — thus  making  the  certifi- 
cate conform  to  the  rules  and  practice  adhered  to  in  all  other  like  cases. 

It  appears  that  on  March  15, 1883,  Mrs.  Stephenson  made  application 
to  your  office  for  a  certificate  of  her  right,  as  widow  of  said  Alexander 
C,  to  make  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  acres.  On  May  11, 1885,  your  office  issued  a  certificate  of  the 
right  but  with  the  clause  above  described  inserted.  It  appears  the  at- 
torney protested  and  thereupon,  by  decision  of  October  19, 1885,  Com- 
missioner Sparks  formally  refused  to  eliminate  said  clause  from  the 
certificate  (5  L.  D.,  264).  Appeal  was  taken  and  on  December  3, 1886, 
the  action  of  your  office  was  affirmed  by  the  Department.  From  that 
time  the  matter  has  rested. 

Section  2304  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  describes  the  classes  of  soldiers 
and  sailors  who  are  entitled  under  section  2306  to  make  additional  home- 
stead entry.    The  latter  section  provides  that 

Every  person  entitled  nnder  the  provisions  of  section  2304  to  enter  a  homestead, 
who  may  have  heretofore  entered  nnder  the  homestead  law  a  quantity  of  land  less 
than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  so  much  land  as  when 
added  to  the  quan^ty  previously  entered,  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres. 

Section  2307  provides 

In  case  of  the  death  of  any  person  who  would  he  entitled  to  a  homestead  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2304,  his  widow,  if  unmarried,  or  in  case  of  her  death  or  mar- 
riage, then  his  minor  orphan  children,  by  a  guardian  duly  appointed  and  officially 
accredited  at  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  shall  bo  entitled  to  all  tho  benefits 
enumerated  in  this  chapter,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  as  to  settlement  and  improve- 
ment therein  contained. 

In  his  said  decision  the  Commissioner,  after  setting  out  these  enact- 
ments, said : 

Any  one  can  see  by  a  glance  at  the  statutes  referred  to,  that  Mrs.  Stephenson's 
right  to  additional  entry  depends  upon  her  continuing  to  be  the  widow  of  A.  C. 
Stephenson ;  that  if  she  has  since  remarried,  or  died,  the  right  belongs  to  minor 
orphan  children,  if  any,  or  ceases  altogether,  as  a  claim  against  the  United  States 

I  regard  all  cases  of  the  kind  as  properly  subject  to  the  same  rule.     1 

am  not  aware  that  any  certificate  has  been  issued  in  disregard  thereof  since  my  atten- 
tion was  called  to  the  point,  in  the  Stephenson  case,  and  if  any  has  been,  it  has 
resnlted  from  inadvertence. 

There  are  no  new  facts  presented  with  this  application.  The  ques- 
tion is  the  same  that  was  passed  on  by  the  Department  in  1886,  the 
issue  being  that  the  regulations  of  the  Department  did  not  authorize 
the  insertion  of  said  clause.  This  issue  was  presented  to  the  Secretary 
and  by  him  decided  against  the  claimant.  In  this  decision  claimant 
has  acquiesced  for  almost  four  years.  In  the  meantime  no  attempt 
has  been  made  to  secure  another  examination  of  the  case,  and  no  reason 
is  assigned  for  the  delay.    Under  these  circumstances,  the  Department 


234  DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

can  Dot  undertake  to  re-open  the  case  on  a  mere  allegation  that  the 
decision  was  erroneons.  The  amount  of  routine  work  is  already  great, 
the  claims  of  those  who  are  here  in  regular  order  are  pressing,  and 
to  open  this  case  and  re-examine  it  on  its  merits  would  be  to  invite 
applications  for  re-examination  of  all  cases  decided  since  1886,  in 
which  errors  of  law  might  be  alleged.  Such  an  undertaking  can  not  be 
assumed.  The  Department  has  repeatedly  refused  such  applications. 
State  of  Kansas  (5  L.  D.,  243) ;  A.  T.  Lamphere  (8  L.  D.,  134).  See 
also  State  of  Oregon  (9  L.  D.,  360). 

The  attorney  urges  that  the  decision  of  the  Department  was  inadvert- 
ent. There  is  no  proof  of  this  allegation,  and  the  presumption  is  to 
the  contrary.  Furthermore,  the  record  shows  the  issue  was  clearly 
presented. 

The  application  is  accordingly  dismissed.  This  disposition  of  the 
case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  cases  cited  by  applicant  as 
at  variance  with  the  decision  of  1886,  supra. 


MTSTNQ  CLAIM— EQUITABLE  ADJUDICATION. 

Silver  King  Quartz  Mine. 

A  mineral  entry  may  be  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  where  the 
published  notice  of  application  is  not  as  explicit  in  the  matter  of  description  as 
the  notice  posted  on  the  claim. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

OfficCy  September  3,  1890. 

In  the  matter  of  mineral  entry  No.  59,  made  July  20, 1887,  for  the 
"  Silver  King  Quartz  Mine,''  lot  37,  T.  10  N.,  E.  1  E.,  Los  Angeles,  Cali- 
fornia, the  Oro  Grande  Mining  Company  appeals  from  your  office  decis- 
ion of  December  12,  1888,  requiring  republication  (and  posting)  of  the 
application  for  patent  to  said  claim. 

The  order  appealed  from  was  made  for  the  reason  that  in  the  pub- 
lished notice  of  the  application,  upon  which  the  said  entry  was  allowed, 
the  description  of  the  course  and  distance  of  the  line  (shown  by  the 
survey),  connecting  the  claim  with  the  public  surveys,  had  been 
omitted. 

It  appears  that  on  September  21, 1885,  Charles  T.  Bradley  and  others 
filed  an  application  for  patent  for  said  Silver  King  mine  and  also  for 
the  adjoining  Calico  Queen  claim ;  that  the  latter  was,  on  November 
19, 1885,  <'  adversed ; "  and  said  application,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the 
Calico  Queen),  was  withdrawn  June  18, 1887 ;  that  during  the  fall  of 
1885  notice  of  the  Silver  King  application,  showing  the  exterior  bound- 
aries and  location  of  said  claim,  with  reference  to  those  adjoining,  was 
duly  published,  and  was  posted  in  the  local  office,  together  with  the 
official  plat  showing  said  connecting  line,  on  the  claim. 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  235 

In  the  similar  case  of  Mimbres  Mining  Company  (8  L.  D.,  457),  where 
a  description  of  the  hne  connecting  the  claim  with  the  public  sarveys 
had  been  omitted  from  the  published  notice  of  application ,  the  Depart- 
ment held  that,  if  the  same  is  not  as  explicit  in  the  matter  of  descrip- 
tion as  the  notice  posted  on  the  claim,  such  defect  is  properly  charge- 
able to  the  register,  and  may  be  cured  by  reference  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication.  The  case  at  bar  is  in  my  opinion  clearly  within 
the  rule  stated.    The  entry  in  question  will  therefore  be  so  referred. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified  accordingly. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— COMMUTATION— EQIHTABLE  ADJUDICATION. 

Susie  Coeey. 

The  right  of  com  mutation  depends  npon  prior  compliance  with  the  homestead  law. 

Where  a  homesteader  in  good  faith  caltivates  and  improves  his  land,  bnt  dies  with- 
out having  established  residence  thereon,  the  widow  may  submit  proof  showing 
her  residence  on  the  land,  and  connection  with  the  claim,  after  the  death  of  the 
entryman,  with  the  view  to  an  equitable  confirmation  of  the  entry. 

An  appeal  regularly  taken  under  the  rules  of  practice  should  not  be  dismissed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OffieCy  September  3, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Susie  Corey,  on  appeal  from  yonr  office 
decision  of  February  16,  1889,  dismissing  her  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  rejecting  her  final  proof  of  homestead  entry  for 
SW.  i,  See.  12,  T.  138  K,  R.  78  W.,  Bismarck,  Korth  Dakota,  land  dis- 
trict. 

Her  late  husband,  Emer  K.  Corey,  deceased,  made  homestead  entry 
for  this  land  on  June  8, 1883.  He  died  December  12, 1880,  and  the 
claimant  as  his  widow,  offered  final  proof  on  October  2, 1888,  which  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers,  from  which  decision  she  appealed  and  your 
office  On  February  16, 1889,  dismissed  her  appeal  from  which  decision 
she  again  appealed. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  her  appeal  was  regularly  taken  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice ;  there  was  no  motion  to  dismiss 
it  and  the  decision  dismissing  it  was  erroneously  made. 

The  testimony  shows,  that  Corey  in  his  lifetime,  made  said  entry 
while  he  was  holding  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  sixth  judicial  district  of  Dakota  Territory ;  that  he  went 
upon  the  land  in  1883  and  caused  valuable  improvements  to  be  made 
thereon  and  cultivated  the  land  each  year  up  to  his  death ;  that  he  in- 
tended to  make  his  residence  on  the  land,  and  his  improvements  and 
cultivation  were  to  that  end,  but  he  retained  his  residence  in  Bismarck 
until  his  death. 
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In  April,  1887,  the  claimant  Susie  Corey  moved  with  lier  children  onto 
the  laud  and  has  since  made  her  residence  thereon.  Emer  N.  Corey  was 
a  private  in  Co.  A,  179th  Ohio  Volunteer  Infantry,  but  the  evidence 
does  not  show  the  length  of  time  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  credit  by 
reason  of  military  service. 

While  your  decision  dismissed  her  appeal,  you  passed  upon  the  merits 
of  the  case  and  allowed  her  to  commute  the  entry  under  section  2301, 
U.  S.  Revised  Statutes. 

By  the  uniform  decisions  of  this  Department — "  The  right  of  com- 
mutation depends  upon  prior  compliance  with  the  homestead  law.'' 
Saml.  H.  Vandivoort  (7  L,  D.,  86);  Greenwood  v.  Peters  (4  L.  D.,  237). 
Frank  W.  Hewitt,  8  L.  D.,  566. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  entryman  during  his  lifetime  did  not  make 
a  legal  residence  upon  the  land,  and  his  improvements,  though  valua- 
ble are  not  the  equivalent  of  residence.  His  widow,  however,  estab- 
lished, and  has  maintained  a  residence  since  April,  1887. 

Considering  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  apparent  good 
faith  of  the  entryman  and  this  claimant,  the  fact  that  she  is  entitled  to 
some  credit  for  the  military  service  of  her  late  husband,  and  the  neglebt 
to  show  the  length  of  time  for  which  such  credit  should  be  given,  there 
being  no  adverse  claim,  the  claimant  will  be  allowed  ninety  days  from 
notice  hereof  within  which  to  make  further  proof,  showing  all  the  facts 
as  to  her  connection  with  the  land  since  October,  1888,  also  the  length 
of  time  for  which  she  is  entitled  to  credit  by  reason  of  the  military  serv- 
ice of  her  late  husband,  and  if  such  additional  proof,  with  that  on  file, 
shows  a  substantial  compliance  with  law,  the  proof,  in  the  absence  of 
protest  or  adverse  claim,  will  be  accepted,  certificate  issued,  and  the 
entry  referred  to  the  board  of  Equitable  Adjudication  for  its  considera- 
tion under  the  appropriate  rule.  See  E.  M.  Dronberger  (10  L.  D.,  88), 
also  Rule  33 — ^Bules  of  board  of  Equitable  Acyudication  (10  L.  D.,  503). 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


MINING  CLAIM— SURVEY— CIRCULAR  OP  I>ECEMBER  4,  1884. 

Plevna  Lode. 

The  surface  right  is  an  adjunct  of  the  lodo  claim,  and  cannot  extend  beyond  the 
point  where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line  of  a  senior  location. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

September  3,  1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Ontario  Silver  Mining  Company  from  your 
office  decisiou  of  December  10,  1887,  requiring  the  survey  under 
which  the  Ontario  Silver  Mining  Oompiiny  made  mineral  entry  No. 
1,101,  November  17, 1885  for  the  Plevna  lode  mining  claim  situated  in 
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the  Ointah  iniuing  district,  Sammit  county,  Salt  Lake  City  laud  dis- 
trict, Utah  to  be  amended.  The  "Plevna''  claim  was  located  May  19, 
1885,  surveyed  May  21, 1885,  and  the  survey  approved  June  9th  follow- 
ing. Application  for  patent  therefor  was  filed  July  27,  1885,  and  pub- 
lication began  five  days  thereafter.  Said  survey  overlaps  on  its  east- 
erly end  the  "Clara"  lode  claim,  which  was  located  June  28, 1872. 

You  held  that  in  making  said  survey,  the  principle  announced  in 
circular  "N,''  approved  December  4, 188 i,  (3  L.  D.,  540,  had  been  dis- 
regarded, and  directed  that  "within  that  portion  of  the  *  Plevna'  sur- 
vey, to  which  the  claimant's  rights  are  restricted  by  said  circular,  it 
must  have  a  new  survey  of  its  claim  made,  the  end  lines  of  which  must 
be  parallel." 

Section  one  of  said  circular  provides  that  the  rights  granted  to  loca- 
tors are  restricted  to  locations  on  veins,  lodes,  or  ledges,  situated  on 
the  public  domain,  and  directs  that  when  the  survey  conflicts  with  a 
prior  valid  lode  claim  or  entry,  and  the  ground  in  conflict  is  excluded, 
the  claimant's  right  to  the  lode  claimed  terminates  where  the  lode  in  its 
onward  course  or  strike  intersects  the  exterior  boundary  of  such  ex- 
cluded ground  and  passes  within  it."  Section  two  of  said  circular  pro- 
vides further,  that  "  the  end  lines  of  survey  should  not,  therefore,  be 
established  beyond  such  intersection,  unless  it  should  be  necessary  so 
to  do  for  the  purpose  of  including  ground  held  and  claimed  under  a  loca- 
tion, which  was  made  upon  public  land  and  valid  at  the  time  it  was 
made." 

In  the  present  case  no  part  of  the  space  in  conflict  is  embraced  in  the 
"  Plevna  "  application  or  entry,  but  said  space  is  expressly  excluded 
therefrom.  From  the  survey  as  it  now  stands,  the  lode,  which  is  pre- 
sumably in  the  center  of  the  claim,  strikes  the  exterior  line  of  the 
"  Clara"  lode  claim,  at  a  point  westerly  of  the  line  surveyed  as  its  east- 
erly end  line. 

As  was  held  in  the  similar  case  of  the  Engineer  Mining  and  Develop- 
ing Company  (8  L.  D.,  361),  the  surface  right,  being  simply  an  adjunct 
to  the  lode  claim,  could  not  extend  be^'ond  the  termination  of  such 
claim,  to  wit:  the  point  where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line  of 
the  senior  location. 

It  was,  therefore,  proper  to  require  the  end  lines  of  the  survey  to  be 
re-adjusted,  so  as  to  accord  with  the  requirement  of  the  circular  re- 
ferred to. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  afiirmed. 


IiABG£Y  ET  AL.  V.  BLACK. 

Ittotiou  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  February  13, 
1890, 10  I4.  D.,  156,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Chandler,  September  4, 
1890. 
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PBAXIITICE— CEBTIGRARI^BtTLE  84. 

^  Peterson  v.  Fort. 

An  application  for  certiorari  will  be  denied  if  not  made  noder  oath. 

Acting  Secretary  ChaficUer  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

September  4, 1890. 

Catherine  Peterson  by  her  attorney  has  filed  an  application  for  an 
order  directing  your  office  to  certify  to  this  Department  the  record  of  pro- 
ceedings in  the  case  of  Catherine  Peterson  r.  Gleorge  W.  Fort,  involving 
homestead  entry  No.  11,800  made  by  Minnie  F.  Conrad  (nee  Fort)  for 
the  E.  i  of  N  W.  i,  N  W.  J  of  N  W.  J  Sec.  20  and  NB.  J  of  NE.  i  Sec.  19  T. 
32  K..  B.  15  W.,  Niobrara,  Nebraska  land  district.  She  sets  forth  in 
said  application  that  she  filed  in  your  office  a  good  and  sufficient  appeal 
from  a  certain  decision  rendered  by  you  adversely  to  her  in  said  case, 
and  that  you  denied  said  appeal  because  not  filed  in  time. 

Eule  83,  rules  of  practice,  provides  that  parties  may  apply  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  an  order  directing  the  Commissioner  to  certify  proceeding  to 
him,  in  certain  cases  and  rule  84,  provides  that : — 

Applications  to  the  Secretary  nnder  the  preceding  rule  shall  he  made  in  writing 
under  oath,  and  shall  fully  and  specifically  set  forth  the  grounds  upon  which  the  ap- 
plication is  made. 

The  application  before  me  is  not  made  '^ under  oath"  and  can  not 
therefore  be  considered  as  the  basis  for  the  writ  of  certiorari  asked  for. 
The  application  is  therefore  denied. 


railroad  grant— MINBRAIi  LAND. 

Central  Pacific  li.  K.  Co.  et  al.  v.  Valentine. 

The  discovery  of  the  mineral  character  of  land  at  any  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
patent  therefor,  or  certification  where  patent  is  not  required,  effectually  excludes 
such  land  from  a  railroad  grant  which  contains  a  provision  exoeptinf?  all  mineral 
lands  therefrom. 

Secretary  Noble  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  August 

30, 1890. 

The  lands  involved  in  this  case  are  described  as  lots  1,  2,  3  and  4, 
and  the  SE^  of  the  SE^,  Sec.  33  T.  15  N.,  B.  9  E.,  Sacremento,  California. 

The  tracts  are  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Central 
Pacific  liailroad  Company,  under  the  acts  of  July  1, 1862,  (12  Stats., 
489),  and  July  2,  1864  (13  Stats.,  356),  being  situated  less  than  five 
miles  from  the  line  of  said  company's  road  as  definitely  located  and  con* 
strncted.  The  public  surveys  were  extended  over  them  in  1865.  The 
official  survey  of  the  township  was  approved  by  the  surveyor-general 
December  26, 1865,  and  the  township  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  office 
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March  29, 1866.  The  tracts  in  question  were  designated  on  the  plat  as 
agricaltural  lands.  The  map  of  definite  location  of  the  company's  road 
opposite  thereto,  was  filed  October  27, 1866,  although  the  road  appears 
to  have  been  constructed  as  early  as  September,  1865. 

In  March,  1866,  the ''  Rising  Sun  "  lode  claim,  running  from  a  x)oint  near 
the  northeast  corner,  to  a  point  near  the  southwest  corner  of  the  SE.  i  of 
said  section  33,  was  located  by  one  Neff,  and  on  May  11,  1870,  patent 
was  issued  therefor  without  protest  or  objection  by  the  railroad  company. 
A  segregation  survey  of  this  claim  was  made  prior  to  patent,  and  thus 
was  rendered  necessary  the  ^^  lotting  "  of  the  lands  in  the  quarter  sec- 
tion not  included  in  such  claim,  except  as  to  the  SE.  i  thereof,  which 
was  left  intact.  In  1866,  a  lode  claim,  then  called  the  ^^  Milford  Glaim,^ 
was  located  immediately  south  of  and  adjoining  the  ^*  Rising  Sun." 
This  claim  was  relocated  in  July,  1883,  by  Phillip  Nicholas  and  Joseph 
Werry,  under  the  name  of  the  "  Big  Oak  Tree  ^  quartz  claim.  Other 
lode  claims  were  located  immediately  adjoining  the  ^^  Bising  Sun,"  as 
follows :  <^The  Oolden  Eagle,"  to  the  north  and  east,  in  August,  1883; 
the  ''  Werry  Claim,"  to  the  west,  in  January,  1884,  and  the  ''  Little  Pine 
Tree,"  to  the  south  and  west  in  July,  1883. 

On  August  18, 1885,  the  railroad  company  applied  to  the  local  office 
for  a  hearing  to  determine  the  character  of  certain  lands,  including 
the  tracts  here  in  question.  The  hearing  was  accordingly  had,  but  for 
some  unexplained  reason,  no  evidence  was  introduced  thereat  relative 
to  these  tracts.  Your  office  thereupon  held,  on  November  11, 1886, 
that  the  return  of  the  surveyor- general  as  to  the  character  thereof  was 
unchanged  by  the  testimony,  but  erroneously  stated  the  return  to  be 
that  the  lands  were  mineral  in  character. 

The  lands  were  listed  by  the  railroad  company  on  December  3, 1885, 
as  having  inured  to  it  under  its  said  grant,  but  they  have  never  been 
certified  or  patented  to  the  company. 

On  January  28, 1888,  your  office,  upon  the  petition  of  the  defendant, 
S.  D.  Valentine,  directed  that  a  hearing  be  had  to  ascertain  the  char- 
acter of  said  lands,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  rights  of  the  con- 
tending claimants  relative  thereto.  The  hearing  took  place  in  March, 
1888,  all  the  parties  interested  being  present,  either  in  person  or  by 
attorney.  The  material  facts  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  in  tbe  main 
undisputed,  are  as  follows :  Subsequently  to  the  entry  of  the  ^<  Bising 
Sun  "  claim,  its  owners  purchased  the  <^  Milford  Claim  "  from  the  orig- 
inal locators  thereof,  and  continued  to  do  assessment  work  thereon  for 
some  years  thereafter.  After  the  same  was  relocated  in  1883,  as  already 
stated,  by  Nicholas  and  Werry,  as  the  '^  Big  Oak  Tree  "  claim,  the  de- 
fendant, S.  D.  Valentine,  purchased  it  from  said  relocators,  and  now 
claims  to  be  the  rightful  owner  thereof.  In  1886,  Marie  A.  Valentine, 
who  was  a  creditor  of  the  company  which  owned  and  operated  the 
^<  Bising  Sun "  claim,  purchased  from  the  railroad  company,  through 
ber  attorney,  B.  E.  Valentine,  the  intervener  herein,  all  the  lands  in 
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controversy.  This  purchase  was  made  with  full  knowledge  that  the 
lands,  in  part,  at  least,  were  yalnable  for  minerals.  The  company 
refused  to  convey  theui  with  warranty  of  title,  but  gave  simply  a  deed 
without  covenants,  conveying  such  title  only  as  it  had. 

It  was  not  known  at  the  date  of  the  grant  to  the  company,  nor  at  the 
date  (December  26, 1865)  of  the  approval  by  the  surveyor-general  of 
the  official  survey  of  the  township  in  which  the  lands  lie,  that  they,  or 
any  ))art  thereof  were  valuable  for  minerals.  Subsequently  to  those 
dates,  however,  the  ^^EisingSun^'  mineral  claim  has  been  located  and 
patented,  as  stated,  and  other  mineral  locations  have  been  made,  ad- 
joining the  <^ Rising  Sun"  claim,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned;  and  in  each 
of  these  locations  quartz,  or  veins  bearing  gold  have  been  discovered 
of  sufficient  promise  to  justify  the  development  of  the  same.  About 
930,000  have  already  been  mined  from  the  ^'Big  Oak  Tree"  claim; 
about  $1,500  have  been  expended  in  work  and  improvements  on  the 
^^  Worry  Claim,"  and  smaller  amounts  have  been  likewise  expended, 
respectively,  upon  the  '<  Golden  Eagle"  and  <'  Little  Pine  Vree"  claims. 

Upon  the  facts  thus  proven  the  local  officers  rendered  dissenting 
opinions.  The  register  held,  in  effect,  (1)  that  the  title  to  the  lands  in 
question  became  vested  in  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant  as  of 
the  date  thereof;  (2)  that  at  that  date  none  of  the  lands  were  within 
any  of  the  exceptions  from  the  grant  ^<  by  reason  of  any  status  as  miu- 
eral  lands;"  (3)  that  the  subsequent  discovery  of  mineral  therein  cannot 
affect  the  rights  of  the  railroad  company  or  its  grantees,  and  (4)  that 
the  company  is  entitled  to  patent  for  all  the  lands  in  controversy. 

The  receiver  held,  in  effect,  (1)  that  all  the  lands  embraced  in  the 
mineral  locations  known  as  the  ^'  Big  Oak  Tree,"  '^  The  Little  Pine  Tree," 
the  **Werry  Claim,"  and  the  ^<  Grolden  Eagle,"  are  mineral  lands,  and 
that  the  railroad  company  acquired  no  rights  thereto  under  its  grant ; 
(2)  that  the  residue  of  the  lands  in  said  quarter  section  are  agricultural 
in  character,  and  (3)  that  a  survey  should  be  ordered  for  the  purpose  of 
segregating  the  mineral  from  the  agricultural  lands. 

On  March  18, 1889,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  receiver, 
and  thereby,  in  effect,  rejected  the  claim  of  the  railroad  company  to 
the  lands  embraced  in  the  mineral  locations  aforesaid.  From  this 
decision  the  company,  and  B.  E.  Valentine,  on  behalf  of  the  intervening 
purchaser,  Marie  A.  Valentine,  have  jointly  appealed. 

Two  questions  are  presented  by  the  appeal : 

L  It  is  contended  that  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  is  a  grant 
inpresentif  and  that,  thereby,  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question  became 
vested  in  the  company,  upon  the  approval  of  the  official  survey  thereof, 
as  of  the  date  of  the  grant,  and  that  the  subsequent  discovery  of  mineral 
thereon  cannot  operate  to  divest  such  title  or  in  any  way  affect  the  rights 
of  the  company. 

II.  It  is  further  contended  that  the  facts  proven  do  not  show  the  lands 
embraced  in  the  minert^l  locatiops  knowi^  i^s  tbe  ^<  I^ittte  Pine  Tree,"  tbe 
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**  Werry  Claim,"  and  the  "  Golden  Eagle,"  to  be  **  mineral  lands  "  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  ased  in  the  granting  act. 

In  answer  to  these  contentions,  it  is  urged  by  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, appellee ;  L  That  if  the  mineral  character  of  lands  within  the  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  be  discovered  at  any  time  prior  to 
patent,  or  certification,  snch  discovery  establishes  the  non-patentability 
of  the  land  and  operates  to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  company  thereto; 
and  that  such  has  been  the  uniform  ruling  of  the  Department  for  many 
years.  U.  That  under  the  facts  proven  all  the  lands  embraced  in  the 
several  mineral  locations  involved  herein,  are  clearly  mineral  in  char- 
acter. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  lands  covered  by  the  '^  Big  Oak  Tree  "  claim 
are  mineral  lands.  The  undisputed  facts  relative  to  the  other  claims 
in  question  are  that  mineral  has  been  discovered  in  each  of  them  of  suf- 
ficient promise  to  justify  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money,  as 
much  as  $1,500  on  one  of  them,  and  a  smaller  amount  on  each  of  the 
others,  with  a  view  to  their  development,  respectively,  as  mining  claims. 
The  evidence  is  sufficient,  in  my  judgment,  to  warrant  the  finding  of  the 
receiver  that  the  lands  are  <'  mineral  lands  "  within  the  meaning  of  that 
term  as  used  in  the  granting  act ;  and  your  office  having  affirmed  that 
finding,  and  no  good  reason  being  furnished  for  disturbing  it,  the  same 
is  sustained. 

But  did  these  lands  pass  to  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant  f 
As  we  have  seen,  their  mineral  character  was  not  known  until  after  the 
company's  road  opposite  thereto  had  been  definitely  located  and  con- 
structed, nor  until  after  the  official  survey,  on  the  plat  of  which  they 
were  designated  as  agricultural  lands,  had  been  approved  by  the  sur- 
veyor-general. In  other  words,  they  were  not  known  to  be  "  mineral 
lands "  until  after  the  right  of  the  company  had  attached  under  its 
grant. 

The  grant  to  the  company  by  the  act  of  1862,  is  in  the  following  lan- 
guage : 

That  there  be,  and  is  hereby,  granted  to  said  company,  ....  every  alternate 
section  of  public  land,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the  amount  of  Ave  alternate 
sections  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad,  on  the  line  thereof,  and  within  the 
limits  of  ten  miles  on  each  side  of  said  road,  not  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed 
of,  ....  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed :  Providedf  That 
all  mineral  lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  operation  of  this  act.  (Section  3,  act, 
1862). 

The  act  of  1864,  which  was  amendatory  of  the  act  of  1862,  enlarged 
the  grant  from  five  to  ten  sections  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  road, 
and  provided,  among  other  things,  that  the  term  '^  mineral  land"  when- 
ever used  therein,  or  in  the  original  act,  should  not  be  construed  to 
include  ''  coal  and  iron  land,"  and  that  no  lands  granted  by  that  or  the 
original  act,  should  include  any  mineral  lands  (Sec.  4,  act  1864). 

It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  itself  all  "  mineral 
lands,"  other  than  "  coal  and  iron,"  are  expressly  excepted  from  its 
2497— VOL  11 16 
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operation.  It  woald  seem,  therefore,  that  no  such  lands  were  granted 
or  intended  tol)e  granted  to  the  railroad  company. 

The  appellants  contend,  however,  that  the  exception  stated  inclndcA 
only  snch  lands  as  were  either  returned  as  mineral  by  the  snrveyor-gen- 
eral,  or  were  known  to  be  mineral  at  the  date  when  the  grant  acquired 
precision,  and  title  vested  thereunder;  that  the  requisite  precision 
was  acquired,  as  touching  the  lands  in  question,  by  the  completion  and 
approval  of  the  public  survey  thereof,  the  definite  line  of  the  company's 
road  having  been  located  prior  to  such  survey;  and  that  title  thereupon 
vested,  by  relation,  as  of  the  date  of  the  granting  act.  In  other  words, 
the  contention  is  that  the  exception  should  be  construed  to  mean  only 
lands  returned  as  mineral,  or  known  to  be  mineral,  at  the  date  when 
the  grant  acquired  precision;  in  this  case  the  date  of  the  approval  of 
the  official  survey. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  is  a 
grant  inproesentij  passing  a  present  title  to  all  lands  intended  to  be 
granted  thereby,  or,  in  other  words,  coming  within  its  descriptive  terms, 
only  to  be  defeated  by  reason  of  failure,  on  the  part  of  the  company  to 
perform  the  stipulated  conditions  subsequent.  In  the  case  of  Leaven- 
worth, Lawrence  and  Oalveston  B.  '&.  Go  v.  United  States  (92  XT.  S. 
741),  the  supreme  court  said  of  the  words  '^  there  be  and  is  hereby 
granted,"  quoted  from  the  grant  under  consideration  in  that  case,  that 
they  f^  are  words  of  absolute  donation,  and  import  a  grant  in  praesenti. 
This  court  has  held  that  they  can  have  no  other  meaning;  and  the  land 
department,  in  this  interpretation  of  them,  has  uniformly  administered 
every  previous  similar  grant;"  citing  Railroad  Company  v.  Smith,  9 
Wall.,  95 ;  Schulenburg  v.  Harriman,2I  Id.,  60 ;  1  Lester  513 ;  8  Opins. 
257 ;  11  Id.  47.  See  also  Mining  Company  v.  Mining  Company,  (102 17. 
S.,  167) ;  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals  (106  U.  S.,  360).  It  is  fully  conceded, 
therefore,  that  as  to  all  the  lands  subject  to  the  grant  now  under  consid- 
eration, the  title,  when  it  became  vested  related  back  to  the  date  of  the 
granting  act. 

But  the  effect  of  the  contention  of  the  appellants  is  that  mineral  lands 
are  subject  to  and  pass  under  the  grant,  if  their  character  as  such  be 
not  known,  and  they  are  not  returned  as  mineral,  at  the  date  when  the 
company's  title  vests ;  and  that  the  subsequent  discovery  of  their  min- 
eral character,  though  prior  to  patent,  or  certification  where  patent  is 
not  required,  cannot  affect  the  claim  of  the  railroad  company  thereto. 

I  cannot  agree  that  this  contention  is  sound.  The  exception  from  the 
grant  is  explicit,  unequivocal  and  absolute.  It  is  ^^  that  all  mineral 
lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  operation  of  this  act."  There  can  be 
no  reasonable  question  about  the  interpretation  of  this  language.  It 
clearly  means  that  no  '<  mineral  lands ''  were  granted  or  intended  to  be 
granted  by  the  act.  The  discovery  of  the  mineral  character  of  lands 
within  the  lateral  limits  of  the  grant,  after  the  date  when  it  acquired 
precision,  only  proves  that  such  lands  were  always  mineral  lands,  and 
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serves  to  bring  them  clearly  within  the  excepting  clause  of  the  grant. 
They  are,  and  were,  no  less  ^^  mineral  lands"  because  not  knoion  to  be 
such,  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  or  at  the  date  when  it  acquired  precision. 

It  is  not  questioned  that  the  Land  Department  has  jurisdiction  until 
patent,  or  certification,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  company,  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  of  the  lands  within  the  lateral  limits  of  the  grant  had 
been,  at  the  time  the  line  of  the  road  was  definitely  fixed,  ^'  sold,  re« 
served,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,"  or  was  subject  to  ^'  a  pre-emption  or 
homestead  claifii,''  and  therefore  excepted  from  the  grant  That  such 
jansdiction  exists,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  and  I  am  unable  to  perceive 
upon  what  principle  of  logic  or  process  of  reasoning  it  can  be  claimed 
that  a  like  jurisdiction  does  not  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  the  lands  are  mineral,  and  for  that  reason,  excepted  from  the 
grant.  Manifestly,  the  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  exception  is  the 
same,  whether  the  inquiry  is  instituted  as  to  the  character  of  the  land, 
or.as  to  its  particular  status,  at  the  date  when  the  rights  of  the  company 
attached  under  the  grant.  If,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  inquiry,  the  lands 
are  discovered  to  be  mineral,  or  if,  prior  to  patent,  or  certification  where 
pateot  is  not  required,  such  discovery  is  otherwise  made,  and  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Land  Department,  in  either  event,  the  discovery 
proves  the  lands  to  have  been  mineral  at  the  date  mentioned,  and  serves 
to  bring  them  within  the  excepting  clause  of  the  grant.  No  date  is  fixed 
in  the  grant  at  which  the  mineral  character  of  the.  lands  must  be  known, 
in  order  to  bring  them  within  the  exception.  If  in  fact  mineral,  they 
are  within  the  exception,  according  to  the  plain  terms  thereof,  whether 
their  mineral  character  is  known  at  the  time  of  definite  location  or  ap- 
proval of  survey,  or  not. 

The  counsel  for  appellants,  among  the  many  authorities  cited  in  sup* 
port  of  their  contention,  rely  specially  upon  the  cases  of  Abraham  L« 
Miner  (9  L.  D.,  408);  Francouer  v.  Newhouse  (40  Fed.  Rep.,  618);  and 
Wright  V.  Roseberry  (121  U.  S.,  488). 

It  is  proper  that  these  authorities  should  be  briefly  noticed.  The  case 
of  Abraham  L.  Miner  involved  construction  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1853 
(10  Stats.,  244),  which,  among  other  things,  made  a  grant  to  the  State 
of  California,  of  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  of  every  township,  for 
public  school  purposes.  The  question  arose  in  that  case  as  to  when  the 
title  of  the  State  vested  under  the  grant,  and  it  was  held  by  the  De- 
partment that  such  title  vested,  if  at  all,  at  the  date  of  the  completion 
of  the  official  survey ;  and  that  if  the  land  was  in  fact  mineral,  though 
not  known  to  be  such  at  that  date,  the  subsequent  discovery  of  its  min- 
eral character  would  not  divest  the  State's  title  which  had  already  passed. 
It  is  to  be  observed  however,  that  the  California  school  grant,  was  a 
grant  without  any  express  exception  of  mineral  lands.  Such  being  the 
case,  the  Miner  decision  should  be  understood  as  going  no  farther  than 
to  hold  that  under  the  construction  given  to  that  grant  by  the  prior 
decisions  of  the  Department  and  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
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States,  the  title  to  the  State  school  lands  vests,  if  at  all,  at  the  date  of 
survey,  and  if  the  land  is  iu  fact  mineral,  though  not  then  known  to  be 
sach,  the  snbsequent  discovery  of  its  mineral  character  will  not  divest 
the  title  which  has  already  passed.  This  was  the  only  point  in  that 
case.  It  was  ex  parte  and  only  one  side  of  the  question  was  presented, 
and  its  authority  must  be  confined  to  the  question  therein  presented  for 
decision. 

In  Cohens  t?.  the  State  of  Virginia,  6  Wheat.,  264-^99,  Chief- Justice 
Marshall  said : 

It  is  a  maxim  not  to  be  disregarded  that  general  expressions  in  every  opinion  are  to 
be  taken  in  connection  with  the  case  in  which  they  are  used.  If  they  go  beyond  the 
casO)  they  may  be  respected,  but  ought  not  to  control  the  judgment  in  a  subsequent 
suit  when  the  very  point  is  presented  for  decision.  The  reason  for  this  maxim  is  ob- 
vious. The  question  actually  before  the  court  is  investigated  with  care  and  con- 
sidered iu  its  full  extent.  Other  principles  which  may  serve  to  illustrate  it  are  con- 
sidered iu  their  relation  to  the  case  decided|  but  their  possible  bearing  on  all  other 
cases  is  seldom  completely  investigated. 

So,  in  Carroll  v.  Carroll,  16  How.,  275-287,  the  supreme  court,  refer- 
ring  to  the  last-cited  case,  said : 

Therefore  this  court,  and  other  courts,  organized  under  the  common  law,  has  nerer 
held  itself  bound  by  any  part  of  an  opinion  in  any  case,  which  was  not  needful  to 
the  ascertainment  of  the  right,  or  title  in  question  between  the  parties. 

Under  this  rule,  statements,  illustrations  and  arguments,  not  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  the  precise  question  before  the  court  in  the  Miner 
case,  are  not  necessarily  binding  on  the  Department.  The  allusions  in 
that  case  to  the  Colorado  case  (7  L.  D.,  490),  and  the  Spong  case  (5  L. 
D.,  193),  and  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  drawn  therefrom,  were  wholly 
unnecessary  to  a  decision  of  the  question  therein  considered,  and  can- 
not therefore  be  quoted  as  authority. 

But  the  reasoning  of  the  Miner  case,  giving  it  its  full  force,  would 
not  apply  to  railroad  grants,  as  they  specially  except  mineral  lands  and 
also  except  lands  for  other  reasons.  All  the  lauds  within  the  primary 
limits  of  a  railroad  grant  do  not  necessarily  pass  to  the  railroad,  but 
only  such  as  are  not  within  the  exceptions  named  in  the  grant,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  clothed  with  the  authority  of  determining 
in  the  first  instance  which  lands  pass  by  ihe  grant  and  which  do  not 
pass,  and  this  he  does  by  approving  lists  for  certification  or  patent. 
Such  is  not  the  practice  with  reference  to  sections  sixteen  and  thirty- 
six  granted  to  the  States  for  school  purposes. 

The  case  of  Francouer  v.  Newhouse  was  decided  by  the  circuit  court 
of  the  I^orthern  District  of  California,  in  December,  1889.  It  was  a  case 
in  all  material  respects  similar  to  this  one,  and  involved  a  construction 
of  the  same  grant.  In  that  case  it  was  said  by  Judge  Sawyer,  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that : 

The  parties  to  this  grant,  both  the  United  States  and  tbe  grantee,  must  be  pie- 
Bumed  to  have  contemplated  a  grant  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  lauds  as  they 
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wero  known,  or  appeared  to  be,  at  the  time  the  grant  look  effect.  In  the  exception 
of  'mineral  lands'  from  the  grant,  Congress  mnst  have  meant  not  only  lands  min- 
eral in  fact,  but  lands  known  to  be  mineral,  or,  at  most,  snch  as  were  apparently 
mineral  and  generally  recognized  as  snch. 

And  the  coart  thereiipoQ  held  that  the  exception  of  '^  mineral  lands  " 
in  the  grant  in  question  only  extends  to  lands  JcnotJim  to  be  mineral,  or 
apparently  mineral,  at  the  time  when  the  grant  attached ;  and  that  the 
discovery  of  mineral  in  the  land  after  that  date  does  not  defeat  the 
company's  title.  In  other  words,  the  effect  of  the  decision  in  that  case 
is,  that  the  exception  must  be  construed  as  if  it  had  been  written 
'Hands  known  to  be  mineral,  or,  at  least,  apparently  mineral,  at  the 
date  when  the  grant  attached."  Such  a  construction  requires  the  im- 
portation of  words  into  the  statute  in  order  to  change  its  meaning. 
This,  there  is  no  authority  to  do.  Newhall  v.  Sanger  (92  U.  S.,  765). 
It  may  be  further  said  that  the  Francouer  case  is  not  binding,  but  is 
rather  only  persuasive  authority,  so  far  as  this  Department  is  concerned. 
I  do  not  think  it  sufficiently  persuasive,  however,  to  warrant  a  depart- 
ure from  what  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the  land  department 
for  many  years,  namely,  to  withhold  patents  for  mineral  lands  within 
railroad  grants,  without  reference  to  the  time  when  their  mineral  char- 
acter may  have  been  discovered.  Moreover,  it  is  my  judgment  that 
the  cases  cited  from  the  supreme  court  by  Judge  Sawyer,  namely,  the 
Colorado  Coal  Company  t).  United  States  (123  U.  S.,  307),  and  Deffeback 
V,  Hawke  (115  U.  S.,  392),  do  not  sustain  the  text  of  his  opinion.  These 
were  cases  which  arose  under  the  pre-emption  and  town-site  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  were  determined  solely  with  reference  to  prin- 
ciples applicable  to  the  administration  of  those  laws,  and  did  not,  in 
any  sense,  involve  the  construction  of  land  grants  to  railroads.  The 
mineral  exception  in  the  pre  emption  act  is  of  '^  lands  on  which  are  sit* 
uated  any  known  mines.''  In  the  Colorado  Coal  Com  pany  case,  the 
court,  construing  said  act,  held  that  in  order  to  bring  lands  within  the 
exception  stated,  their  character  as  mineral  must  be  known  at  the  date 
of  the  sale.  In  Deffeback  v,  Hawke,  the  question  at  issue  involved  the 
exception  of  mineral  lands  from  the  opecation  of  the  town-site  laws, 
which  is  that 

Where  mineral  yehis  are  possessed,  which  possession  is  recognized  hy  local  author' 
ity,  and  to  the  extent  so  possessed  and  recognized,  the  title  to  town-lots  to  he  ac- 
qaired  shall  he  suhject  to  such  recognized  possession  and  the  necessary  nse  thereof 
....  that  no  title  shall  he  acquired  under  ....  this  chapter,  to  any 
mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnahar,  or  copper,  or  to  any  valid  mining  claim,  or  possession 
held  under  existing  laws.     (See  sections  S386  and  2392  R.  S.). 

The  court,  in  construing  this  exception,  held  that  it  included  only 
Ruch  lands  as  were  known  to  be  mineral  at  the  date  of  sale.  It  is  thus 
seen  that  those  cases  are  in  no  material  sense  similar  to  the  Francouer 
case,  or  the  case  at  bar. 

The  case  of  Wright  t?.  Roseberry,  supra^  which  involved  the  construc- 
tion of  the  swamp-land  grant  of  September  2Sy  1860,  is  cited  to  show 
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that  patents  Issued  under  legislative  grants,  in  prcesenii^  do  not  operate 
to  vest  the  title,  but  are  intended  to  define  or  identify  the  land,  and 
evidence  the  title  vested  by  the  grant  But  all  this  may  be  freely  ad- 
mitted, without  aid,  in  ray  judgment,  to  the  contention  that  mineral 
lands  passed  by  the  grant,  if  their  character  was  not  known  at  the  date 
when  the  grant  acquired  precision.  The  very  fact,  if  it  be  true,  that 
the  office  of  the  patent  is  to  define  and  identify  the  land  granted,  and 
to  evidence  the  title  which  vested  by  the  act,  necessarily  implies  that 
there  exists  jurisdiction  in  some  tribunal  to  ascertain  and  determine 
what  lands  were  subject  to  the  grant  and  capable  of  passing  thereun- 
der. Now,  this  jurisdiction  is  in  the  Land  Department,  and  it  contin- 
ues, as  we  have  seen  until  the  lands  have  been  either  patented  or  cer- 
tified to,  or  for  the  use  of,  the  railroad  company.  By  reason  of  this 
jurisdiction  it  has  been  the  practice  of  that  department,  for  many  years 
past,  to  refuse  to  issue  patents  to  railroad  companies  for  lands  found  to 
be  mineral  in  character,  at  any  time  before  the  date  of  the  patent. 
Moreover,  I  am  informed  by  the  officers  in  charge  of  the  Mineral  Di- 
vision of  the  Land  Department,  that  ever  since  the  year  1SG7  (the  date 
when  that  division  was  organized)  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  to 
allow  and  maintain  mineral  locations  within  the  geographical  limits  of 
railroad  grants,  based  upon  discoveries  made  at  any  time  before  patent, 
or  certification,  where  patent  is  not  required.  This  practice,  having 
been  uniformly  followed  and  generally  accepted  for  so  long  a  time,  there 
should  be,  in  my  judgment,  the  clearest  evidence  of  error,  as  well  as 
the  strongest  reasons  of  policy  and  justice  controlling,  before  a  depart- 
ure from  it  should  be  sanctioned.  It  has,  in  effect,  become  a  rule  of 
property. 

I  am,  therefore,  constrained  to  hold,  in  view  of  the  foregoing,  that 
there  is  no  error  in  the  conclusion  of  your  said  office  decision,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  affirmed. 


CONTE8T-FAIL.TJIIE  OF  CHAIIGE-FINAL  DESERT  PROOF. 

GiLKISON  V.  COUGHANHOUB. 

If  the  charge  as  laid  against  the  entry  is  not  supported  hy  the  evidence,  and  good 
faith  is  apparent  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  though  his  compliance  with  law 
is  not  satisfactorily  shown,  the  contest  may  he  dismissed,  and  the  entryman  per- 
mitted to  sabmit  supplemental  proof  in  'support  of  his  entry. 

The  final  proof  under  a  desert  entry  should  definitely  show  what  proportion  of  each 
legal  sub-division  has  been  irrigated. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  5, 1890. 

With  yonr  letter  of  July  25,  1889,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of  J.  M. 
Gilkison  Irom  your  office  decision  of  February  14, 1889,  dismissing  his 
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conteHt  against  desert  land  entry  No.  75,  made  by  William  A.  Coa^han- 
hour,  on  March  2,  J  883,  on  Sec.  20,  T.  6  S.,  B.  39  E.,  La  Grande,  Oregon. 

Final  proof  was  offered  on  said  tract  March  1,  1886.  Before  the 
register  and  receiver  had  passed  npon  the  sufficiency  of  the  same,  James 
M.  Gilkisou,  Harrison  Wicks,  Socrates  Mann,  and  William  M.  Dixon 
filed  their  several  contest  affidavits  against  said  entry,  as  to  the  NW.^, 
the  SW.},  the  NE.J,  and  the  SE.^  of  said  section,  respectively. 

Notices  were  issned  on  these  affidavits  fixing  hearings  for  September 
1, 2, 3,  and  4,  1886,  respectively. 

On  September  1,  the  hearing  was  began  in  the  case  of  Gilkison  v. 
Coughanhour,  and  the  same  was  concladed  November  23,  1886. 

By  stipalations,  duly  entered  of  record,  it  was  agreed  by  Wicks, 
Mann  and  Dixon,  respectively,  that  the  lands  in  controversy  in  their 
several  contests  were  of  the  same  character,  as  to  being  desert  or  non- 
desert  lands,  as  the  land  embraced  in  Gilkison's  case ;  that  the  facts 
were  the  same,  and  that  their  cases  should  be  heard  and  decided  by  the 
Department  upon  the  evidence  taken  in  the  Gilkison  case. 

The  several  contestants  filed  substantially  the  same  charges  against 
the  entry,  namely : — 

1.  That  the  land  embraced  in  said  entry Js  not  desert  land  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

2.  That  claimant  has  not  reclaimed  the  lands  within  the  time  pro- 
vided by  Congress  to  make  final  proof,  thereby  forfeiting  the  entry. 

At  the  hearing  there  was  no  testimony  taken  as  to  the  reclamation 
of  the  land,  it  being  entirely  directed  to  the  issue  as  to  whether  the  land 
was  desert  or  non -desert  in  chav^^ter. 

The  register  and  receiver  dismissed  the  contest,  but  held  that  claim- 
ant failed  in  getting  water  on  the  land  as  required  by  law.  Both  parties 
prosecuted  appeals  from  this  judgment,  and  by  your  said  office  decision 
you  held  the  land  desert  in  character  within  the  meaning  of  the  law, 
and,  also,  that  the  final  proof  shows  that  the  land  has  been  reclaimed. 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  testimony,  and  fully  agree  with  you 
that  a  preponderance  of  the  same  is  to  the  efiect,  that  the  land  in  con- 
troversy will  not  produce  a  remunerative  crop  in  a  season  of  ordinary 
rainfall,  and  that  the  land  is  essentially  desert  in  character  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  proof  was  made  two  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  three  years 
allowed  to  reclaim  the  land.  Claimant  appears  to  have  the  right  to  the 
use  of  sufficient  water  to  irrigate  the  land. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  proof  is  sufficient  to 
show  the  land  reclaimed. 

In  claimant's  testimony,  which  in  the  main  is  corroborated,  I  find  the 
following: — 

I  have  made  a  ditch  and  am  now  prepared  to  thoroughly  irrigate  the  entire  tract. 
I  have  raised  no  orope.  In  1883  water  was  conducted  on  the  land  in  May,  and  was 
spread  over  the  land  by  flooding,  thoagh  not  in  safflcient  quantity  to  thoroughly  ir- 
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tigate  all  the  land ;  the  ditch  vras  completed  late  last  fall,  but  not  in  time  to  thor- 
oughly irrigate  the  land.  I  have  a  ditch  constructed  now  which  will  carry  a  saffi- 
cient  amonnt  of  water  to  thoroughly  irrigate  the  entire  tract ;  but  as  the  dit-ch  was 
only  finished  late  last  fall,  and  the  freezing  weather  has  prevented  my  bringing  the 
water  on  to  the  land,  except  for  a  short  time  in  November,  I  could  not  construct  the 
ditoh  and  run  the  water  in  the  ditch  at  the  same  time,  and  there  is  only  about  five 
months  in  each  year  that  work  can  be  prosecuted  or  carried  on  successfhlly  in  that 
part  of  the  country.  I  failed  to  got  water  on  the  land  in  sufficient  quantity  in  time 
to  complete  my  proof  within  the  time,  and  that  the  ditch  has  been  filled  with  snow 
and  ice  during  the  winter,  which  has  prevented  my  compliance,  and  further  that  I 
have  used  all  proper  diligence  in  trying  to  get  the  water  on  the  land. 

One  of  the  witDesses,  Hagan,  testifies  that  in  no  season  has  there 
been  sufficient  water  conveyed  upon  the  land  to  irrigate  the  entire  tract; 
that  during  May,  1883,  there  was  conveyed  to  the  land  about  one  inch 
of  water,  but  there  were  then  no  small  ditches  to  distribute  it.  It  was 
then  irrigated  by  flooding,  and  it  spread  over  "  the  most  of  it."  It  was 
then  turned  ofif  to  enlarge  the  ditch.  In  1883  the  ditch  was  four  and  a 
half  miles  long,  sixteen  inches  deep  and  three  feet  wide.  In  the  fall  of 
1885  the  ditch  was  enlarged  and  extended.  It  is  now  thirteen  and  a 
half  miles  long,  and  for  the  greater  part  four  and  a  half  feet  wide  and 
sixteen  inches  deep,  and  lateral  ditches  have  been  constructed  to  con- 
vey the  water  to  every  part  of  the  land. 

It  is  shown  also  that  the  construction  of  the  ditch  was  delayed  by 
reason  of  one  Young  disputing  the  right  to  run  it  through  his  homestead, 
which  seems  to  have  been  entered  subsequent  to  the  desert  entry.  The 
ditch  had  then  been  partly  constructed,  and  by  reason  of  this  difficulty 
new  surveys  had  to  be  made  and  changed  from  former  location — running 
around  Young's  homestead — requiring  Siore  time  and  expense,  and  sub- 
jecting claimant  to  annoyance  and  delay,  so  that  the  ditch  was  not 
completed  until  November,  1885,  and  the  freezing  up  of  the  water  pre- 
vented the  land  being  thoroughly  irrigated. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  claimant  has  acted  in  apparent  good  faith ; 
he  has  expended  a  large  sum  of  money  to  reclaim  the  tract ;  but  the 
proof  of  the  reclamation  is  not  satisfactory.  It  does  not  affirmatively  ap- 
pear what  proportion  of  each  legal  subdivision  has  been  irrigated.  The 
water  may  have  been  brought  to  the  land  in  sufficient  quantities  to  re- 
claim it.  Possibly,  but  for  the  freezing  weather  in  the  winter  of  1885- 
W,  the  water  would  have  been  running  over  and  through  each  subdi- 
vision of  the  land ;  but  the  incident  of  the  freezing  weather  and  the 
consequent  failure  to  irrigate  the  land,  can  not  excuse  claimant  from 
showing  its  reclamation.  In  all  cases  '<  satisfactory  proof  must  be 
made. 

As  the  contestants  have  failed  to  sustain  their  several  charges  that 
the  land  is  non-desert  in  character,  and  have  introduced  no  testimony 
whatever  that  the  land  was  not  reclaimed  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  law ;  and  since  claimant  should  not  be  held  responsible  by  reason  of 
the  circumstances  attending  his  efforts  to  reclaim  this  tract,  as  above 
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set  oat,  the  several  contests  should  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  dismissed. 
Bat  as  this  proof  fails  to  show  definitely  what  proportion  of  each  legal 
sabdirision  has  been  irrigated,  supplementary  proof  will  be  required 
to  sapply  this  deficiency.  Sixty  days  from  due  notice  hereof  will  be 
allowed  for  compliance  with  this  requirement.  Your  decision  is  accord- 
ingly modified. 


PRACTICE -NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 

Brake  v.  California  and  Oregon  B.  B.  Co. 

An  appeal  will  not  be  considered  iu  the  abseDce  of  proper  service  of  notice  thereof 
on  the  opposite  party. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  8^  1890. 

On  September  24, 1883,  Lillie  B.  Brake  made  private  cash  entry  for 
lots  1  and  2,  Sec.  3,  T.  39  S.,  B.  1  W.,  W.  P.  M.,  lioseburg  land  district, 
Oregon.  ^ 

March  27, 1884,  your  office  infocpoed  the  local  office  that  said  tracts 
were  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Oregon  and  California  Bailroad 
Company,  under  the  grant  of  July  25, 1866,  (14  Stats.,  239) ;  that  said 
road  was  definitely  located  opposite  said  tracts  September  4,  1883 ; 
that  the  odd  numbered  sections  in  the  twenty  and  thirty  mile  limits 
were  withdrawn  from  market  October  27,  notice  of  which  was  filed  in 
the  local  office  November  7,  1883,  and  on  account  thereof,  said  entry 
was  held  for  cancellation. 

'  She  appealed  from  that  portion  of  your  decision  holding  for  cancella- 
tion her  entry  for  lot  2,  alleging  that  said  lot  was  offered  for  sale  Octo- 
ber 13,  1862,  and  was  subject  to  sale  when  she  made  her  entry,  and 
that  no  approved  map  or  plats  of  said  railroad  were  filed  in  the  local 
office  until  fourteen  days  after  her  right  had  attached.  She  asked  that 
her  entry  for  lot  2  be  allowed  to  stand  and  that  the  money  paid  for  lot 
1  be  refunded. 

Accompanying  her  appeal  she  filed  her  own  affidavit  in  which  she 
alleged  *'  I  have  this  day  deposited  in  the  post-office  at  Ashland,  Ore- 
gon, a  true  copy  of  the  foregoing  notice,  and  this  affidavit  directed  to 
Henry  Villard,  President  of  the  Oregon  and  California  Bailroad,  at 
New  York  City,  New  York,  where  I  am  informed  and  believe  the  said 
President  of  thesaid  railroad  post-office  address  now  is^  and  that  I  paid 
the  postage  on  the  same." 

Bnle  93  requires  that  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  specification  of 
errors,  and  all  arguments  of  either  party,  shall  be  served  on  the  oppo- 
site party  within  the  time  allowed  for  filing  the  same. 

Bnle  94. — Such  service  shall  be  made  personally  or  by  registered 
letter,  and  Bnle  95, — Proof  of  personal  service  shall  be  the  written 
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acknowledgment  of  the  party  served  or  the  affidavit  of  the  person 
making  the  service  attached  to  the  papers  served,  and  stating  time, 
place,  and  manner  of  service. 

Kotice  of  this  appeal  has  not  been  properly  given  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and  the  same  will  not,  under  the  rales  and  the  decisions  in  Hun- 
toon  V.  Devereux  (10  L.  D.,  408),  and  Bandy  v.  Fremont  Townsite  (10 
L.  D.,  595),  be  considered,  bat  must  be  and  is  hereby  dismissed. 


MINING  CLAIM-SIJRVEir— CIRCirL.AR  OF  DECEMBER  4, 1884. 

Consolidated  Mining  Co. 

In  the  sarvey  of  a  lode  claim  that  conflicts  with  a  prior  valid  claim,  that  ia  excepted 
from  the  application,  the  applicant's  right  does  not  exteud  beyond  an  end  line 
passing  through  the  point  where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line  of  the  senior 
location. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OfficCy  September  8, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Consolidated  Mining  Company 
from  your  decision  of  December  27,  1888,  holding  the  survey  of  the 
<<  Eighth  of  January  "  lode  claim  lot  No.  158,  Ophir  mining  district  of 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  land  district,  to  be  in  violation  of  circular  of  De- 
cember 4, 1884,  and  directing  a  new  survey  thereof. 

This  claim  was  located  January  8, 1884  and  surveyed  June  23,  and 
24, 1885.  An  inspection  of  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  survey  shows 
that  the  lode  line,  from  the  point  of  *'  discovery  "  bears  N.  8^  35'  W., 
and  intersects  the  southern  boundary  (side-line)  of  the  ^^  Chicago  No.  2" 
lot  44,  and  crosses  said  lot  and  also  the  ^^  Trafalgar,"  lot  49,  <'  Bed  Pine" 
lot  69,  enters  the  ^^  Sacramento"  lot  81,  and  terminates  within  the  last 
named  claim. 

These  several  lots  lie  contiguous  so  that  the  said  lode  line  after  entei- 
ing  the  first  named  lot  does  not  pass  over  any  land  not  embraced  by 
these  various  claims  all  of  which  were  located  prior  to  the  location  of 
the  ^'Eighth  of  January"  claim,  and  each  of  which  is  excepted  from 
this  application. 

The  last  sentence  of  first  paragraph  of  circular  of  December  4, 1884, 
3  L.  D.,  540,  says : 

His  right  to  the  lode  claimed  terminates  when  the  lode  in  its  onward  coarse  or 
strike  intersects  the  exterior  boundary  of  sach  excluded  ground  and  passes  within  it. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  says : 

The  end-line  of  his  survey  should  not,  therefore,  be  established  beyond  such  inter- 
section, unless  it  should  be  necessary  so  to  do  for  the  purpose  of  including  ground 
held  and  claimed  under  a  location  which  was  made  upon  public  land  and  valid  at 
the  time  it  was  made. 
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Iq  the  case  at  bar^  we  have  seen  that  there  was  uo  ground  that  could 

be  held  and  claimed  under  this  location,  lying  between  the  point  where 
the  lode  intersected  the  south  line  of  the  "  Chicago  No.  2  "  and  passed 
within  the  boundary  of  the  excluded  ground  and  the  point  of  terminus 
of  said  lode  line. 

The  case  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Engineer  Mining  and  Developement 
Company  (8  L.  D.,  361),  in  which  case  the  survey  over-lapped  on  its 
southerly  end  the  ^^  B.  F.  Requa"  lode  claim  which  had  been  previously 
located.  After  discussing  the  case  and  section  2336  B.  S.,  the  Secretary 
said: 

In  the  caae  at  bar  the  survey  over-laps  bnt  does  not  cross  or  intersect  the  prior 
location.    It  can  not  therefore  be  held  to  come  with  in  the  pnryiew  of  section  2336. 

From  the  snrvey  as  it  now  stands  the  lode  api>ears  to  strike 

the  exterior  line  of  the  ''  B.  F.  Reqna"  lode  claim  at  a  point  north  of  the  line  sur- 
veyed as  the  soatherly  end-line  of  the  **  Eldorado/'  The  appellant's  right  does  not 
extend  beyond  a  southerly  end-line  (parallel  with  the  north  line)  through  the  point 
where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line  of  the  said  seoior  location. 

In  following  this  ruling  I  may  say  the  appellant's  right  does  not  ex- 
tend beyond  a  northerly  end-line  (parallel  to  the  south  line)  through 
the  point  where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line  of  the  said  senior 
location  (*^  Chicago  No.  2 ").  It  was  therefore  proper  to  require  the 
end-lines  of  the  survey  to  be  re-adjusted,  so  as  to  accord  with  the 
requirements  of  the  law  and  regulations. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed,  and  a  new  survey  required  accordingly. 


CONTEST— PREPBRBNCE  RIGHT  OF  ENTRY-RELINQUISHMENT. 

CoMLEY  V.  Mills. 

In  a  hearing  ordered  between  two  settlers  to  test  a  question  of  alleged  priority  a 
"  preference  right  of  entry  "  is  not  acqnired  as  nnder  a  contest. 

Where  the  entryman,  daring  the  pendency  of  such  litigation,  files  a  relinquishment 
the  question  at  issue  abates;  and  such  entryman  has  thereafter  no  interest  in 
the  case  nor  right  of  appeal. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  8,  1890. 

Your  office  by  letter  of  July  25, 1889,  transmitted  to  this  Department 
the  papers  in  the  case  of  A.  M.  Oomley  v,  B.  S.  Mills,  upon  the  appeal 
of  the  latter  from  your  decision  of  March  30, 1889  "  awarding  the  pref- 
erence right  of  entry  to  the  former,  for  the  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  107  N., 
B.  57  W.,  Mitchell,  South  Dakota,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  Mills  on  November  20, 1886,  made  homestead 
entry  for  this  land  in  lieu  of  his  pre-emption  filing  of  October  21,  of 
same  year. 
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On  February  16,  1887,  Comley  made  application  to  file  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  same  tract,  alleging  settlement  November 
20, 1886,  this  being  the  day  on  which  Mills  had  made  homestead  entry, 
the  register  and  receiver  ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  which  of  the 
parties  had  the  prior  right  thereto,  and  upon  considering  the  testimony 
in  the  case  they  decided,  on  May  19, 1887,  that  Mills  had  such  right, 
and  rejected  the  application  of  Comley. 

From  this  decision  he  appealed,  and  on  March  30, 1889,  your  office, 
passing  upon  the  case,  found  that  Comley  made  settlement  November 
20,  1886 ;  and  made  valuable  improvements  upon  the  land,  and  gave 
him  the  preference  right. 

In  your  decision,  referring  to  the  record  in  the  case,  you  say,  that  on 
December  2,  1887,  Mills'  homestead  entry  was  canceled  on  relinquish- 
ment, and  that  on  same  day  one  Delano  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract  and  that  said  cancellation  had  been  noted  in  your  office  on  De- 
cember 16, 1887,  and  you  say : 

I  believe  further  that  his  settlement  and  contest  directly  brought  about  the  afore- 
said cancellation  in  your  office,  hence,  I  award  to  A.  M.  Comley,  contestant,  the  pref- 
erence right  of  entry  to  this  tract  and  close  the  case. 

There  had  been  no  contest  initiated  by  Comley  against  any  entry  and 
there  was  no  question  of  <<  preference  right  of  entry''  in  the  case,  but 
only  the  question  of  priority  between  the  settlement  of  Comley  and  the 
homestead  right  of  Mills,  hence,  when  Mills  relinquished  his  rights  and 
his  entry  was  canceled,  there  was  nothing  left  for  you  to  try  or  deter- 
mine. These  parties  must  stand  on  their  settlement  rights,  and  Mills, 
having  relinquished  his  claim  under  his  entry,  ceased  to  have  any  inter- 
est in  the  case  and,  therefore,  has  no  right  of  appeal. 

The  attempted  appeal  is  dismissed. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  CONTEST— INF AXT  HEIR— NOTICE. 

FANSEY  V.  TOBaEBSEN. 

If  good  faith  is  apparent,  failure  to  fully  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  timber 
culture  law  may  be  excused,  where  such  failure  is  the  result  of  mistake,  and  an 
effort  is  made  to  cure  the  default  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest. 

In  a  contest  against  the  claim  of  a  deceased  entryman  it  must  clearly  and  affirma- 
tively appear  that  the  proceedings  are  regular,  and  that  the  entryman  or  his 
legal  representatives  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Notice  of  the  proceedings  in  such  a  case  should  be  given  the  infant  (sole)  heir,  and 
the  guardian  be  made  a  party  thereto  in  accordance  with  local  procedure. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  September  8,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Louis  M.  Fansey  v.  Caroline  Torgersen, 
sole  heir  at  law  of  Christ  Torgerseu,  deceased,  as  presented  by  the  ap< 
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pealy  filed  by  <^  A.  S.  Baldwin,  attorney  for  the  claimant,"  from  the  de- 
cision of  your  office,  dated  October  22, 18S5,  holding  for  cancellation 
timber  culture  entry  No.  1659  of  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  9,  T.  U  N.,  R.  22 
W.,  made  by  Christ  Torgerseu  on  May  29, 1880,  at  the  North  Platte 
land  office,  in  the  State  of  Nebraska. 

The  record  shows  that  said  Fansey,  on  October  22, 1884,  filed  in  said 
local  land  office  his  contest  affidavit,  alleging  that  he  was  well  ac- 
quainted with  said  entry,  and  knew  the  present  condition  of  the  laud 
covered  thereby ;  ^'  that  the  said  Christ  Torgersen  died  February,  1882, 
aud  left,  surviving  him,  one  child,  whose  name  is  Caroline  Torgersen. 
and  who  is  his  sole  heir ;  that  said  Christ  Torgersen  failed  to  break  Ave 
acres  of  said  tract  in  1881 ;  that  said  heir  has  failed  to  break  or  cause  to 
be  broken  ten  acres  of  said  tract,  and  has  failed  to  plant  to  trees,  seeds, 
nuts,  or  cuttings,  ten  acres  of  said  tract  or  cause  the  same  to  be  done; 
that  said  heir  has  failed  to  cultivate  ten  acres  of  said  tract  in  1883  and 
1884.  Notice  issued  on  the  same  day,  summoning  the  contestant  aud 
said  heir  to  appear  at  said  local  office  on  December  18, 1884,  at  nine 

A.  M.,  and  also  that '  Depositions  in  said  cause  will  be  taken  before  B. 

B.  Pierce,  county  judge  of  Dawson  county,  at  his  office  in  Plum  Creek, 
on  the  11th  day  of  December,  1884.'"  The  depositions  were  taken  as 
directed  and  filed  in  the  local  office  on  December  17, 1884,  and  the  hear- 
ing was  had  before  the  local  officers  on  December  18,  same  year.  It 
nowhere  appears  that  notice  was  served  upon  said  heir,  but  it  is  shown 
that  witnesses  were  examined  by  said  county'  judge  in  support  of  said 
entry. 

The  local  officers  found,  and  so  state  in  their  decision,  'Hhat  the 
requisite  amount  of  breakiug  was  done,  but,  by  mistake,  a  portion  of 
the  same  was  done  upon  an  adjoining  quarter  section ;  the  mistake  was 
learned  in  April,  1884,  there  being  at  least  two  and  a  half  acres  of  the 
same;"  that  'Hhe  entryman  should  not  suffer  for  this  honest  error. 
But,  ux)on  learning  said  mistake,  there  seems  to  have  been  no  effort 
made  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  or  his  (her)  representatives  to  cure 
said  defect;"  that  the  testimony  showed  that  there  had  been  only 
seven  acres  planted  in  trees,  including  that  part  which  was  planted  by 
mistake  on  another  adjoining  tract ;  that  the  law  requires  strict  com- 
pliance, which  was  not  shown  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  local  of^cers, 
therefore,  recommended  the  cancellation  of  said  entry. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  in  the  name  oi  said  heir. 
Your  office,  on  October  22, 1885,  found  that  the  entryman  died  in  the 
month  of  February,  1882;  that  prior  to  his  death  he  broke  ten  acres, 
of  which  only  six  or  seven  acres  were  upon  the  land  covered  by  his 
said  entry ;  that  since  the  discovery  of  said  defect  ''no  effort  has  been 
made  to  cure  the  same." 

The  grounds  alleged  in  the  appeal,  taken  in  the  name  of  said  minor 
heir,  are,  that  the  decision  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidence,  and 
that  the  heir,  who  was  a  young  child,  was  helpless,  until  a  guardian 
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had  been  appointed ;  that  her  ^ardian  ^'  did  all  in  his  power  to  remedy 
the  default,  if  any  existed,  before  sait  brought,  and  thereafter." 

The  evidence  in  the  case  shows,  that  the  entryman  in  his  lifetime 
broke  the  required  amount  on  what  he  supposed  was  the  tract  entered 
by  him,  but  by  mistake  a  part  of  the  breaking  was  on  an  adjoining 
tract ;  that  said  entryman  died  in  February,  1882,  and  that  H.  J.  Kolbo, 
on  November  12, 1884,  was  duly  appointed  guardian  of  Caroline  Tor- 
gersen,  who  was  the  sole  heir  of  said  deceased  entryman ;  that  sud 
contest  affidavit  was  filed  and  notice  issued  to  said  heir  on  October  22, 
1884.  One  of  the  witnesses  for  the  contestant,  Vanantwerp,  testified 
that  it  was  not  discovered  until  April,  1884,  that  the  breaking  was  not 
all  upon  the  right  claim ;  that  the  first  five  acres  were  planted  in  tim- 
ber in  1883,  but  about  two  and  a  half  acres  of  the  planting  were  on  the 
adjoining  claim ;  that  the  trees  on  the  adjoining  claim  were  transplanted 
upon  the  tract  in  question  in  the  spring  of  1884,  after  the  discovery  of 
the  mistake,  and  some  cuttings  set  out,  making  between  five  and  six 
acres  altogether,  and  only  seven  acres  of  breaking  then  upon  the  tract, 
without  the  fireguards. 

Another  witness,  Shelden,  states  (Evidence,  p.  15),  that  he  assisted 
in  making  a  survey  of  the  land  broken  on  the  tract  in  question,  about 
a  week  before  giving  his  evidence,  and  there  were  '^  between  nine  and 
ten  acres  " ;  that  there  were  planted  between  five  and  six  acres  on  said 
tract  in  seeds,  trees,  nuts,  or  cuttings,  prior  to  October  22, 1884 ;  that 
about  an  acre  and  a  half  were  broken  ^<  the  past  summer"  on  the  south 
side  of  the  tract  ^  that  during  the  summer  of  1884  and  prior  to  the 
initiation  of  said  contest  there  were  planted  upon  said  tract  between 
<'  three  and  four  acres ; "  that,  including  the  two  and  a  half  acres  planted 
on  the  adjoining  claim,  there  were  planted  *'  between  seven  and  eight 
acres."  On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  witness  Bainbridge  (Evidence,  p. 
19)  testified  that  five  acres,  supposed  to  be  on  the  claim,  were  planted 
in  trees  in  1883;  that  four  thousand  trees  were  planted  in  1884, 
^^  and  the  balance  of  it  was  planted  to  box  elder  seeds,"  about  three 
acres  in  the  opinion  of  the  witness,  although  he  did  not  measure  it; 
that  in  the  spring  of  1884  a  little  over  six  acres  were  marked  off  for  the 
purpose  of  planting  to  trees,  but  this  piece  was  not  planted,  because  of 
the  division  of  the  section  which  cut  off  said  piece  from  the  land  en- 
tered; that  a  portion  of  the  fireguard,  about  forty-four  rods,  was  planted 
by  witness  in  box  elder  seeds ;  that  witness  planted  all  of  the  old  ground 
found  by  the  survey  to  be  on  the  tract  entered  and  the  balance  of  the 
fireguards  not  then  planted.  On  cross  examination  witness  testified, 
that  he  was  the  stepfather  of  the  claimant ;  that  he  replanted  some  of 
the  trees  from  the  adjoining  tract  to  the  land  in  question ;  that  the 
ground  for  the  second  planting  was  plowed  between  the  10th  and  15th 
of  April,  1884,  and  marked  off  the  second  day  afterwards ;  that  there 
were  one  acre  and  sixteen  rods  of  new  breaking  done  upon  the  tract  in 
1884 ;  that  the  reason  more  land  was  not  broken  was  because  of  the 
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severe  drouth,  which  caosed  the  land  to  become  so  dry  that  witness 
coaldnot  break  any  more;  that  the  claimant  was  only  ten  years  old  the 
November  precediug ;  that  said  breaking  in  1884  was  done  in  the  month 
of  September. 

The  testimony  of  said  witness  is  corroborated  by  the  uncle  of  claim- 
ant, who  also  testified  that  the  entryman  died  on  February  15, 1882, 
that  there  has  been  no  administrator  of  his  estate;  that  his  widow  re- 
married in  the  spring  of  1883,  and  that  about  a  month  prior  to  the  date 
of  taking  said  evidence,  Hans  J.  Kolbo  was  appointed  guardian  of  said 
heir.  Said  Kolbo  also  testified  in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  corroborating 
her  other  witnesses,  relative  to  the  breaking  and  planting  of  trees  upon 
the  said  tract  He  also  testified  that  he  was  appointed  guardian  of  said 
claimant  on  November  12;  1884;  that  prior  to  said  date  no  guardian 
had  been  appointed.  On  cross  examination,  witness  stated  that  prior  to 
May  1, 1884,  the  season  was  such  that  the  ground  could  be  properly 
prepared  for  planting  to  trees ;  that  the  trees  on  the  adjoining  claim  were 
transplanted  about  May  1st  to  the  tract  in  question ;  that  the  applica- 
tion to  have  witness  appointed  guardian  of  said  heir  was  filed  in  Sep- 
tember 1884,  and  that  as  her  guardian  he  ^'  intends  to  do  what  the  law* 

requires about  the  tract ;"  that  he  knew  he  woald  be 

appointed  guardian  of  said  heir  prior  to  the  issuance  of  letters,  from 
a  letter  received  from  the  judge  of  said  court. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  apparent  that  said  entry  ought  not  to  be 
canceled.  The  local  officers  did  not  have  the  witnesses  before  them, 
and  their  statement,  concurred  in  by  your  office,  that  ^^  no  effort  has 
been  made  by  the  entryman  or  his  represcDtatives  to  cure  the  de- 
fect" in  the  breaking  and  planting  since  the  discovery  of  the  mistake 
of  the  entryman  in  his  plowing  and  planting  is  not  sustained  by  the 
weight  of  evidence  submitted  in  the  case. 

It  is  clear  that  the  requisite  amount  of  land  would  have  been  duly 
planted  in  1883  had  it  not  been  for  the  mistake  of  the  entryman,  con- 
ceded tx>  have  been  honestly  made,  and  some  effort  was  made  to  remedy 
the  defect  prior  to  the  filing  of  said  contest  affidavit. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  such,  in  my  judgment,  that  they 
furnish  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  default,  and  there  is  an  eutire  want  of 
evidence  of  any  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  in  his  lifetime, 
and,  certainly,  none  can  be  imputed  to  a  minor  child  only  ten  yesirs  of 
age.  So  that  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  there  has  been  no  sufficient 
showing  made  of  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  timber 
culture  act. 

But,  independently  of  the  foregoing,  said  contest  could  be  dismissed 
because  the  suit  is  not  brought  and  continued  against  the  proper  parties. 

The  code  of  civil  procedure  for  the  State  of  Nebraska  (Ed.  1867^  p. 
307,  Sec.  38),  provides  that  ^^  the  defense  of  an  infant  must  be  by  a 
guardian  for  the  suit,  who  may  be  appointed  by  the  court  in  which  the 
action  is  prosecuted,  or  by  the  judge  thereof^  or  by  the  probate  judge." 
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Said  code  also  provides  that  **  When  the  defendant  is  a  miDor  under  the 
age  of  fourteen  years,  the  service  mast  be  made  upon  him,  and  upon 
his  guardian  or  father,  or,  if  neither  of  these  can  be  found,  then  upon 
his  mother,  or  the  person  having  the  care  or  control  of  the  infant,  or 
^ith  whom  he  lives."    (Id.,  p.  404-5,  Sec.  76.) 

The  record  does  not  affinnatively  show  that  said  notice  was  served 
upon  said  infant,  or  upon  her  parent  or  guardian  as  required  by  law, 
and  her  guardian  was  not  at  any  time  made  a  party  to  the  proceedings. 

While  it  is  true  that,  as  a  general  rule,  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  timber  culture  law  must  be  shown  by  claimants, 
especially  when  making  final  proof  in  support  of  their  claims,  yet,  it  is 
also  essential  that,  in  a  case  like  this,  when  the  contestant  seeks  to 
cancel  an  entry  which  will  deprive  a  sole  heir,  only  ten  years  of  age,  of 
her  inheritance,  it  must  be  clearly  and  affirmatively  shown  that  the 
proceedings  have  been  regular,  and  that  the  entryman  or  his  legal  rep- 
resentatives, in  case  of  his  decease,  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law ;  and,  when  a  reasonable  excuse  is  given  for  any 
apparent  omission,  the  entry  will  not  be  canceled. 

The  decision  of  your  office  must  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  reversed. 


FINAX  PKOOF  PROCEEDINGS.--OSAGE  FILING. 

Wills  v.  Bachman. 

Final  proof  should  Dot  be  enbinitted  daring  the  pondency  of  adverse  proceedings 
instituted  by  another  to  secure  title  to  the  laud  involved. 

The  time  within  which  an  Osage  filing  is  required  to  be  made  will  not  ran  where  the 
local  office  is  closed,  and  the  Commissioner  directs  that  daring  such  period  time 
will  not  run  as  against  applicuuts  for  public  land. 

During  the  pendency  of  a  contest  the  entryman  must  continue  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  law. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  8, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Henry  Wills  v,  Abraham  L.  Bachman, 
as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  the  decision  of  your  office, 
dated  February  17, 1887,  rejecting  his  proof  and  holding  for  cancellation 
his  Osage  declaratory  statement  Ko.  9L91,  filed  in  the  Larned,  Kansas, 
land  office  on  October  1, 1885,  for  the  S  W.  i  of  Sec.  21,  T.  34  S.,  R.  18 
W.,  alleging  settlement  thereon  March  1,  same  year,  and  awarding  said 
land  to  said  Wills. 

The  record  shows  that  said  Wills  filed  his  Osage  declatory  statement 
for  said  tract  on  October  12, 1885,  alleging  settlement  the  day  previous ; 
that  Bachman,  after  due  notice,  made  final  proof  in  support  of  his  claim, 
and  upon  a  protest  of  said  Wills  alleging  a  valid  adverse  claim,  a  hear- 
ing was  duly  ordered  on  March  13, 1886,  and  had  on  April  19,  same 
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year,  to  determine  the  rights  of  said  parties  to  said  tracts ;  that  said 
hearing  was  continued  from  day  to  day  until  April  21,  1886,  when  the 
ease  was  continued  until  August  26,  same  year,  to  enable  parties 
to  take  depositions,  and  the  case  was  closed  on  August  27,  1886; 
and  that  on  April  19, 1886,  Wills  made  final  proof  before  the  register 
of  said  office.  The  local  officers  found  that  Bachman  was  first  seen 
upon  the  tract  in  question  on  the  last  of  February  or  first  of  March, 
1885,  when  he  commenced  to  build  a  dug-out  eight  by  twelve  feet,  with 
a  dut  roof;  that  he  had  fourteen  acres  of  breaking,  a  well  eighteen  feet 
deep,  without  any  water,  but  had  cultivated  no  crop  on  said  laud  prior 
to  his  final  proof;  that  Wills  settled  on  said  land  about  August  11, 
1885,  and  that  Bachman's  improvements  then  consisted  of  said  dug-out, 
and  one  third  of  an  acre  plowed  ;  that  no  one  was  then  living  in  said 
dugout,  and  it  looked  from  its  general  appearance  as  if  the  tract  had 
been  abandoned ;  that  Bachman  only  lived  in  his  dugout  about  ten 
days,  while  his  brother's  family  lived  with  him  until  they  were  driven 
out  by  a  heavy  rain ;  that  Wills  resided  upon  said  tract  from  August 
13, 1885,  and  up  to  the  time  of  said  hearing  he  was  not  absent  more 
than  ten  days ;  that  after  submitting  a  part  of  his  testimony  in  the  case, 
he  abaiuloned  said  tract  and  went  back  to  the  State  of  Missouri ;  which 
indicates  bad  faith.  The  local  officers  therefore  held  for  rejection  the 
final  proof  of  each  of  said  parties. 

On  appeal,  your  office  found  that  they  were  qualified  pre-emptors  and 
were  actual  settlers  upon  said  tract  at  the  dates  their  respective  proofs 
were  made ;  that  by  the  failure  of  Bachman,  who  was  the  prior  settler, 
to  file  his  declaratory  statement  within  the  period  required  by  law,  and 
before  the  intervention  of  the  valid  adverse  right  of  Wills,  he  lost  the 
benefit  of  his  prior  settlement  and  his  entry  was  barred  by  the  statute; 
that  at  the  date  Wills  made  his  final  proof  he  was  an  actual  settler  upon 
the  land  in  question  and  had  resided  thereon  for  more  than  six  months 
next  preceding  said  date,  and  the  land  must  be  awarded  to  him. 

On  May  10, 1887,  the  local  office  transmitted  an  application  by  Bach- 
man's attorney  for  a  modification  of  said  decision,  or  for  a  new  trial, 
service  of  which  upon  the  attorneys  of  Wills,  without  objection  as  to 
time,  was  acknowledged  on  April  28,  same  year.  The  grounds  of  said 
application  are  that  the  decision  of  your  office  overlooked  the  fact  ap- 
parent in  the  record,  that  said  Wills  was  not  an.actnal  resident  of  said 
tract  at  the  date  of  his  proof  and  entry,  but  was  more  than  one  hun- 
dred miles  distant,  on  his  way  to  Missouri,  and  that  said  Bachman  was 
there  and  had  been  ever  since  his  settlement,  actually  residing  on  said 
land ;  that  if  said  facts  are  not  shown  by  the  record,  said  Bachman,  by  his 
attorney,  N.  B.  Freeland,  asks  that  time  be  given  to  show  the  same  by 
affidavits.  Said  application  concludes  with  a  statement  made  under 
oath  by  said  Freeland  that  he  had  that  day  received  a  letter  from  said 
Bachman  stating  that  his  former  counsel  in  said  case  had  removed  to 
Colorado;  also  that  said  Freeland  was  informed  and  believed  thut  the 
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allegations  in  said  application  were  trae ;  that  tbe  time  for  appeal  had 
80  nearly  expired  that  there  was  not  time  to  have  said  application  veri- 
fied by  the  defendant,  which  was  the  only  reason  why  said  coansel  veri- 
fied said  application. 

On  August  1, 1887,  the  local  office  transmitted  another  application  of 
said  Bachman,  by  his  said  attorney,  asking  that  your  said  office  decision 
be  reversed,  because  the  same  was  an  oversight  for  the  reason  that  said 
land  office  was  closed  on  account  of  fire  from  May  27, 1885,  until  Octo- 
ber 1,  same  year,  and  hence  Bachman  could  not  have  filed  for  said  land 
during  the  time  the  office  was  closed. 

Your  office,  on  October  8, 1887,  refused  to  modify  said  decision  be. 
cause  said  motion  was  not  filed  in  time,  it  appearing  that  the  parties 
were  duly  notified  of  your  office  decision  on  February  23, 1887,  and  the 
application  did  not  allege  any  newly-discovered  evidence.  Notice  of 
said  decision  of  youroffice  was  duly  given  to  the  attorney  of  said  Bach- 
man, and  on  October  31, 1887,  the  local  officers  transmitted  tbe  appeal 
from  said  decision  of  February  17, 1887,  filed  in  their  office  on  October 
15,  same  year,  which  was  transmitted  by  your  office  to  the  Department 
on  November  29,  following. 

The  errors  alleged  are  that  your  office  rejected  appellant's  claim  be- 
cause he  did  not  file  in  time,  when  the  fact  was  that  the  delay  in  filing 
was  caused  by  the  closing  of  said  local  office  from  May  27,  to  October 
1, 1885,  on  account  of  the  destruction  of  its  records  by  fire ;  and  he  in- 
sists that  your  office  should  have  corrected  the  decision  as  soon  as  the 
error  was  indicated.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  attorney  of  record  for 
said  Bachman  at  said  hearing  had  removed  to  Colorado  prior  to  said 
decision  of  February  17, 1887,  and  had  abandoned  all  practice  before 
said  local  office,  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  said  appellant's  attorney 
received  no  notice  of  said  decision  until  a  very  few  days  prior  to  the 
filing  of  said  application  for  said  reconsideration,  which  was  made  within 
thirty  days  from  the  time  the  same  was  received  either  by  appellant  or 
his  present  counsel  who  was  his  counsel  at  that  time.  With  said  appeal 
IS  filed  a  duly  certified  copy  of  a  letter  from  your  office  dated  June  13, 
1885,  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  said  office  instructing  them  to  '<  ad- 
vise settlers,  desiring  to  place  their  claims  of  record,  that  the  time 
during  which  the  office  is  closed  for  general  business  will  not  run  against 
them." 

On  the  part  of  Wills,  it  is  insisted  that  said  application  for  review 
came  too  late,  and  that  the  decision  of  your  office  has  become  final,  and 
has  passed  in  remjudicaiam. 

The  record  shows  many  irregularities.  In  the  first  place,  Wills 
should  not  have  been  permitted  to  make  final  proof  while  the  right  of 
Bachman  to  said  tract  was  still  pending.  Wills  had  protested  against 
the  allowance  of  Bachman's  proof,  alleging  his  own  adverse  claim  to  the 
land,  and  until  the  right  of  Bachman  to  the  tract  was  finally  determined, 
no  further  action  could  be  taken  by  the  local  officers  or  the  land  depart- 
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ment  Bales  of  Practice,  No.  53  (4  L.  D.,  43) ;  Chicago,  Bock  Island  & 
Pac.  B.  B.  V.  Eaaton  (id.,  265)  ^  Stroud  t?.  De  Wolf  (id.,  394)  j  Bailey  v. 
Townsend  (5  L.  D.,  176) ;  Wade  v.  Sweeney  (6  L.  D.,  234) ;  Lewis  Peter- 
son (8  L.  D.,  121) ;  Laffoou  v  Artis  (9  L.  D.,  279). 

The  decision  of  yoar  office  adverse  to  Bachman  is  based  upon  his 
failure  to  file  within  the  time  required  by  law.  If  the  allegations  of  the 
appellant  be  true,  then  it  is  apparent  that  he  did  file  in  time,  for,  by  the 
express  direction  of  your  office,  the  time  did  not  run  while  the  local 
office  was  closed,  which  the  attorney  for  appellant  swears  was  until 
October  1, 1885.  Moreover,  the  attorney  for  Bachman  also  swears  that 
the  counsel  of  record  for  appellant  at  the  date  of  said  hearing  had  re- 
moved to  Colorado  prior  to  said  decision  of  February  17,  1885,  and  that 
the  application  for  modification  was  filed  in  due  time  after  the  appellant 
or  the  attorney  who  filed  said  application  had  received  notice  of  said 
decision.  But,  conceding  that  upon  a  strict  construction  of  the  rules  of 
practice  said  motion  was  not  filed  within  the  time  required,  yet,  since 
your  office  has  allowed  the  appeal,  and  it  is  alleged  that  said  Wills 
abandoned  said  tract  pending  said  contest,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
case  should  be  considered  by  this  Department. 

It  is  well  settled  that,  pending  a  contest,  the  entryman  must  continue 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law.  Byrne  v,  Dorward  (5  L 
D.,  104) ;  Taschi  v.  Lester  (6  L.  D.,  27). 

The  tract  iq  question  is  a  part  of  the  Osage  Indian  trust  and  dimin- 
ished reserve  lands,  and  is  disposed  of  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  Congress  approved  May  28,  1880  (21  Stats.,  143),  which  require  the 
applicant  to  purchase  to  become  an  actual  settler  at  the  date  of  the  en- 
try. United  States  v.  Atterbery  et  al.  (8  L.  D.,  173) ;  Hessong  t?.  Bur- 
gan,  (9  L.  D.,  363) ;  United  States  v.  Jones  (10  L.  D.,  23). 

In  view  of  the  allegations  made  by  the  appellant  relative  to  the  clos 
ing  of  said  office,  the  abandonment  of  said  tract  by  Wills  prior  to  the 
final  determination  of  said  contest,  and  his  own  continued  residence 
upon  said  land,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  case  should  be  remanded 
to  the  local  office  for  further  proceedings  after  due  notice  to  said  par- 
ties of  the  time  and  place  thereof,  at  which  appellant  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  submit  testimony  relative  to  the  closing  of  said  land  office, 
the  absence  of  said  Wills  from  said  tract,  and  any  other  facts  tending 
to  show  his  good  faith  in  the  premises.  Wills  should  also  be  allowed  to 
controvert  the  testimony  submitted  by  Bachman,  and  furnish  any  addi- 
tional testimony  he  may  choose  tending  to  show  his  superior  right  to 
the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 
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PRACTICE  '  AFPEAL-BEHEARING^CEttnORABI. 

4 

Witter  v.  Obtroski 

An  appeal  should  be  taken  from  the  original  decision,  and  not  from  the  refusal  to 
grant  a  rehearing. 

The  Commlssioner'B  discretion  in  the  matter  of  ordering  a  rehearing  will  not  be  con- 
trolled by  the  Department  in  the  absence  of  any  apparent  abase  of  such  discre- 
tionary authority. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Ocneral  Land  Office^ 

September  9, 1890. 

By  letter  of  April  12, 1890,  you  transmitted  the  petition  for  certio- 
rari filed  by  the  attorney  of  George  F.  Witter  Jr.,  in  the  case  of  said 
Witter  V.  John  Ostroski,  involving  the  tatter's  homestead  entry  for 
the  N.  i  of  SE.  I  of  Sec.  8  T.  22  !>[,,  B.  5  E.,  Wansau,  Wisconsin,  land 
district. 

It  seems  from  said  petition  and  the  copy  of  yonr  office  decision  made 
a  part  thereof,  that  Ostroski's  homestead  entry  was  attacked  by  Witter 
on  the  charge  that  it  was  fraudnlently  and  illegally  made ;  that  the 
local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  the  contestant  and  overrnled  a  motion 
for  a  rehearing;  that  the  entryman  appealed  to  yonr  office;  and  that  yoa 
by  decision  of  March  2, 1890  dismissed  said  appeal,  npon  motion  of  the 
contestant,  for  the  reason  that  it  contained  no  specifications  of  error,  bat 
then  proceeded  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case  under  rule  48  of  rules  of 
practice  without  specifying  under  which  subdivision  of  said  rule  said 
action  was  warranted,  decided  that  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  should 
have  been  granted,  and  remanded  the  case  for  a  new  trial. 

Thereupon  the  motion  now  under  consideration  was  filed. 

Counsel  for  Witter  seem  to  be  at  a  loss  to  know  what  became  of  the 
appeal  from  the  refusal  to  grant  a  rehearing.  There  was  really  bat 
one  appeal,  and  that  from  the  decision  of  the  case.  Bee  John  B.  Nickel 
(9  L.  D.,  388). 

Tour  dismissal  of  the  appeal  seems  to  have  been  proper,  but  I  do  not 
find  anything  in  the  record  before  me  that  brings  the  case  within  either 
of  the  four  subdivisions  of  rule  48  of  rules  of  practice. 

Counsel  for  the  applicant  has  discussed  rule  48  very  fully,  but  he 
seems  to  have  overlooked  the  fact  that  rule  83  on  which  he  bases  his 
application  for  a  writ,  provides  for  certiorari  when  the  Commissioner 
^^  shall  formally  decide  that  a  party  has  no  right  of  appeal  to  the 
Secretary." 

In  the  case  at  bar  no  appeal  was  taken  and  no  decision  formal  or 

otherwise  was  rendered  denying  the  same.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
decision  was  merely  an  interlocutory  order  and  as  no  appeal  would  lie 
from  it,  none  need  be  offered.  The  Department  will  not  review  on  cer- 
tiorari an  interlocutory  order  of  the  Commissioner,  unless  good  cause  is 
shown  for  such  action.    Olney  v.  Shyrock  (9  L.  D.,  633). 
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The  case  is  similar  to  that  of  Gibson  v.  Vau  Gilder  (9  L.  D.,  626),  in 
which  it  was  said : — 

Under  this  role  (72)  the  Commiasioner  may  grant  a  rehearing  ....  and  he 
may  also  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  order  a  further  investigation  or  hearing 
-when  necessary  to  enable  him  to  render  an  intelligent  decision  in  the  case,  although 
no  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  filed,  and  the  Department  will  not  control  the  Commis- 
sioner in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  nnleas  there  is  an  apparent  abuse  of  it  .  .  .  . 

The  remanding  of  this  case  for  further  hearing  does  not  violate  rule  48  because  that 
rule  must  be  considered  in  connection  with  rule  72,  which  allows  the  Commissioner 
in  his  discretion  to  make  further  investigation  and  to  have  additional  testimony  before 
him,  before  passing  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  or  passing  upon  the  dteision  of  the 
local  officers. 

I  do  not  find  in  the  case  at  bar  any  abase  of  discretion,  nor  do  I  find 
that  the  petitioner  will  suffer  any  material  injury  by  the  order  made. 
The  application  is  therefore  refused. 


NOTICE-PUBLICATION— ACT  OF  JUNK  15,  1880. 

Jones  v.  De  Haan. 

Kotice  of  a  decision  given  by  unregistered  letter  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  service ; 
nor  do  the  riiles  of  practice  provide  for  verbal  notice  in  such  a  case. 

In  an  affidavit,  filed  as  the  basis  for  an  order  of  publication,  which  sets  forth  that  the 
defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  and  personal  service  can  not  be  made,  it 
is  not  pecessary  to  show  what  eflforts  have  been  made  to  secure  personal  service 
on  the  defendant. 

The  initiation  of  a  contest  suspends  the  right  of  purchase  under  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  8eptem,ber  9,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Adam  De  Haan  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  October  3, 1888,  in  which  the  record  shows  that  De  Haan  made 
homestead  entry  No.  2936  February  28, 1879,  of  the  E.  ^  of  the  NE.  \^ 
Sec.  4,  T.  11,  R.  30  W.,  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas,  and  additional  home- 
stead entry  No.  2992,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1879  (20  Stat.,  472),  of 
the  west  half  of  the  same  quarter  section. 

May  19,  1885,  John  H.  Jones  initiated  contest,  charging  abandon- 
ment of  both  said  entries.  Notice  of  contest  was  made  by  publication 
on  the  affidavit  of  Jones  that  defendant,  De  Haan,  was  not  a  resident 
of  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  that  personal  service  can  not  be  obtained. 
At  the  hearing,  July  7, 1885,  defendant  made  default,  and  plaintiff  ap- 
peared and  submitted  testimony  in  support  of  his  charge  of  abandon- 
ment. 

September  23, 1885^  before  a  decision  was  rendered  on  the  contest, 
defendant  applied  to  purchase  said  tracts  under  the  act  of  June  16, 
1880  (21  Stat.,  237),  which  application  was  granted  by  the  register  and 
receiver,  and  he  was  permitted  to  make  cash  entry  No.  1122,  and  the 
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contest  was  dismissed.  Jones  did  not  appeal  from  the  action  of  the 
register  and  receiver  in  dismissing  his  contest  until  December  8, 1886. 
The  reasons  for  such  delay  are  set  forth  in  your  office  decision  (letter 
"  H  "  to  register  and  receiver),  and  are  as  follows : 

The  oaae  was  first  brought  to  the  notice  of  this  office  by  plaintiff's  letter,  dated 
February  8,  1886,  inquiring  as  to  the  status  of  the  same.  As  the  result  of  such  let- 
ter, and  in  reply  to  office  letter  of  August  16,  1886,  you  transmitted  the  record  in 
the  case  August  19,  1886,  with  report  that  though  notified  of  your  decision  dismiss, 
ing  the  contest,  plaintifi*  took  no  further  action  in  the  premises.  October  18, 1886, 
you  reported,  in  response  to  office  letter  of  October  4,  1886,  that,  although  you  had 
no  evidence  in  your  office  showing  that  plaintiff  received  notice  of  your  several  ac- 
tions in  dismissing  his  contest  and  allowing  defendant  to  purchase  land,  yet  such 
notice  was  evidently  sent  to  him  at  his  post-office  address,  Grinnell,  Kansas,  inas- 
much as  it  was  the  invariable  custom  of  your  office  to  so  notify  contestants.  Upon 
this  yon  were  directed  by  office  letter  of  October  30, 1886,  to  notify  plaintiff  that  if  he 
could  show  by  his  own  affidavit  and  that  of  his  attorney  of  record  that  he  never 
received  official  notice  of  your  decision,  he  would  be  entitled  to  file  an  appeal  there- 
from. October  28,  1S87,  you  transmitted  said  affidavits,  together  with  the  appeal  of 
plaintiff,  and  the  counter  affidavits  submitted  by  defendant  in  support  of  his  motion 
for  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal.  In  plaintiff's  affidavit  and  the  affidavit  of  his  at- 
torney it  is  set  forth  by  each  that  he  never  received  any  notice  from  your  office  of 
the  dismissal  of  the  contest.  In  the  affidavits  submitted  by  defendants  two  show 
that  it  was  the  invariable  custom  of  your  office  to  notify  contestants  of  the  dismissal 
of  their  contestn  on  purchases  like  the  one  in  question,  and  two  set  forth  that  im- 
mediately after  the  dismissal  and  purchase  herein,  the  plaintiff  was  personally  and 
verbally  advised  by  one  McGraw  and  the  local  officers  of  the  said  decision  of  your 
office.  Such  a  notice  both  he  and  his  attorney  swear  as  aforesaid  they  never  received, 
and  as  before  shown  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  disproving  their  claim. 

Upon  this  evidence  you  held  that  the  appeal  was  properly  before  you. 
You  also  held  that  the  proof  of  abandonment  was  sufficiently  shown, 
and  canceled  both  homestead  entries  and  held  defendant's  cash  entry 
subject  to  contestant's  preference  right. 

From  this  decision  Catherine  L.  Y.  Davis,  third  transferee  from  the 
original  entryman,  now  appeals  to  this  Department. 

Comparing  the  statement  of  facts  as  set  forth  in  your  office  decision 
with  the  record  before  me,  I  find  it  is  substantially  correct,  with  this 
exception :  instead  of  two  affidavits  setting  forth  personal  and  verbal 
notice  to  plaintiff,  I  find  but  one,  and  that  was  made  by  E.  A.  McMath 
(instead  of  McGraw),  and  stated  in  substance :  ^^  That  con  testan t,  shortly 
after  the  dismissal  of  his  contest,  had  told  affiant  that  he  had  been  in- 
formed by  his  attorney  that  his  contest  had  been  dismissed,  and  that  he 
had  then  gone  to  the  local  office,  and  the  receiver  had  also  informed 
him  of  this  fact ;  affiant  also  states  that  on  the  day  the  cash  entry  was 
allowed,  he,  affiant,  informed  contestant's  attorney  of  the  dismissal  of 
the  contest  and  allowance  of  the  entry." 

From  this  it  satisfactorily  appi\ars  that  no  notice  of  the  dismissal ^f 
his  contest  was  ever  properly  served  upon  him.  Practice  Rule  44  re- 
quires such  notice  to  be  in  writing,  and  to  be  served  personally  or  by 
registered  letter  through  the  mail.    Notice  sent  by  unregistered  letter 
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is  insufficient  evidence  of  service.  (Johnson  v.  Miller,  8  L.  D.,  477 ; 
English  V.  Noteboom,  7  L.  D.,  335).  The  case  cited  by  appellant  (New 
Orleans  Canal  and  Banking  Go.  v.  State,  5  L.  D,j  479)  is  not  in  point. 
In  that  case  notice  was  sent  by  nnregistered  letter  to  the  counsel  of  the 
bank,  and  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  for  the  reason  that  he  admitted 
that  he  received  it.  There  is  no  such  admission  in  this  case^  on  the 
contrary,  both  contestant  and  his  attorney  deny  ever  receiving  any 
kind  of  notice,  and  the  only  evidence  tending  to  show  that  notice  was 
sent  to  contestant  is  the  affidavits  referred  to,  showing  that  it  was  the 
invariable  custom  of  the  office  to  send  such  notice  through  the  mail,  by 
unregistered  letter.  Notice  verbally  given,  as  testified  to  by  McMath, 
can  not  be  held  sufficient,  as  the  Practice  Kules  nowhere  provide  for 
verbal  notice,  nor  should  they.  The  appeal  was  therefore  properly  be- 
fore the  Commissioner. 
The  next  point  insisted  on  by  counsel  for  appellant  is  that — 

No  personal  service  of  notice  of  contest  was  ever  made,  and  no  sufficient  affidavit 
was  made  for  constructive  service  by  publication,  the  affidavit  making  no  showing  of 
any  effort  to  make  personal  service,  as  required  by  rule  eleven  (11). 

This  objection  goes  to  the  root  of  the  whole  matter,  for  if  it  is  sustained, 
the  local  office  had  no  jurisdiction^  in  other  words  there  was  no  contest 
pending  and  the  cash  entry  was  properly  allowed.  That  part  of  the 
affidavit  of  contest  which  has  relation  to  service  is  as  follows :  ^^  That 
said  He  Haan  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  that  personal 
service  can  not  be  obtained." 

Coansel  for  appellant  contends  that  this  is  insufficient  to  authorize 
service  by  publication,  because  the  affidavit  does  not  show  thereby  that 
he  made  any  effort  to  procure  personal  service  on  the  defendant,  as 
required  by  rule  11  (rule  12  then  in  force).    This  rule  is  as  follows : 

Notice  may  be  given  by  publication  alone  only  when  it  is  shown  by  affidavit  of 
contestant  and  by  such  other  evidence  as  the  register  and  receiver  may  require,  that 
due  diligence  has  been  used,  and  that  personal  service  can  not  be  made.  The  party 
will  be  required  to  state  what  effort  has  been  made  to  get  persona]  service. 

It  is  quite  plain  that  this  rule  contemplates  two  classes  of  cases : 

1st.  Notice  by  publication  to  the  entryman  when  he  is  a  non-resident 
of  the  State. 

2nd.  When  the  entryman  is  within  the  State  but  absconds,  or  so  con- 
ceals himself  that  personal  service  can  not  be  made  upon  him.  Under 
this  rule,  in  the  latter  case,  before  the  contestant  is  justified  in  resort- 
ing to  service  by  publication,  he  must  set  out  the  facts  showing  what 
effort  has  been  made  to  obtain  personal  service,  so  the  register  and 
receiver  may  determine  whether  or  not  he  has  used  due  diligence  in 
such  a  degree  as  to  justify  them  in  allowing  him  to  proceed  to  obtain 
service  by  publication. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  '^  diligence  "  used,  and  the  ^^  effort "  made, 
which  must  be  shown,  are  '^  to  get  personal  service.''  If  the  party  is 
not  a  resident  of  the  State,  no  diligence  or  effort  can  ^<  get  personal 
aerviceJ'    The  rules  of  practice  pertaining  to  the  same  matter  must, 
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like  differeut  sections  of  the  same  statute,  be  construed  together,  so  as 
to  give  effect  to  all,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so. 
Rule  9  (then  rule  10)  is  as  follows : 

Personal  tervice  shall  be  made  in  all  cases  when  possible,  if  the  party  to  be  served 
is  resident  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  laud  is  sitaated,  and  shall  consist  in 
the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  each  person  to  be  served. 

From  this  rule  it  is  equally  plain  that  personal  service  is  not  required 
to  be  made,  if  the  party  to  be  served  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State  or 
Territory;  why,  then,  should  diligence  be  shown  to  make  personal 
.service  where  such  service  is  not  required  to  be  made. 

I  think  these  two  rules  can  be  reconciled  to  this  construction.  Rule 
9  provides  for  personal  service,  when  possible,  on  residents  of  the  State 
or  Territory.    Rule  10  provides  for  the  execution  .of  such  notice. 

Rule  11  provides  for  a  different  method  of  service  when  personal 
service  is  impossible,  i.  e.,  by  reason  of  non-residence  or  because  the 
party  can  not  by  diligence  be  found.  Its  meaning  will  be  readily 
understood,  if  we  prefix  the  following,  to  aid  in  its  construction,  to  wit : 
Though  personal  service  is  required  when  possible  on  all  persons  resident 
of  the  State  or  Territory^  yet  notice  may  be  given  by  publication,  etc. 
Numerous  decisions  of  this  Department  have  been  made  in  which  it  is 
held,  that  an  affidavit  alleging  that  after  diligent  search  the  residence 
or  whereabouts  of  defendant  can  not  be  found  or  ascertained,  or  that 
personal  service  can  not  be  made  upon  the  defendant,  and  many  other 
allegations  to  the  same  effect,  are  insufficient,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
show,  as  required  in  rule  11,  what  efforts  he  has  made  to  get  personal 
service,  but  no  decision  has  come  under  my  observation,  after  careful 
research,  in  which  it  is  held,  when  the  affidavit  contain^  the  positive 
allegation,  as  in  this  case,  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
Statey  that  plaintiff' must  also  set  forth  what  effort  he  has  made  to  obtain 
personal  service.  Such  a  requirement  would  seem  absurd,  for,  as  said 
before,  whence  the  necessity  to  show  an  endeavor  to  do  something  not 
required  to  be  done.  The  allegation  <<  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  resi- 
dent of  the  State,"  is  the  statement  of  a  fact,  and  the  reasons  why  the 
contestant  knows  it  is  so  need  not,  in  my  judgment,  be  stated.  It  adds 
nothing  to  the  strength  of  the  statement  of  fact.  In  Bone  v.  Dicker- 
son's  heirs  (8  L.  D.,  452),  the  affidavit  was  that  ^^  J.  Frank  Dickerson 
has  failed  and  his  heirs  or  legal  representatives  have  failed  to  plant  or 

cause  to  be  planted  five  acres  of  trees,  tree  seeds,  etc., and 

that  the  said  Frank  Dickerson  has  been  dead  for  at  least  two  years  last 
past.  Upon  this  affidavit  notice  was  issued  by  publication  to  the  heirs 
of  J.  Frank  Dickerson.  Ernest  0.  Dickerson,  testamentary  devisee, 
appeared  by  counsel  and  moved  the  dismissal  of  the  contest  for  want 
of  notice.  The  local  officers  overruled  the  motion,  and  found  for  con- 
testant. On  appeal  to  your  office,  their  decision  was  affirmed  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  being  a  non-resident,  the  notice  was  suf- 
ficient. 

On  appeal  to  this  Department  the  decision  of  your  office  was  reversed, 
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and  one  of  the  reasons  stated  in  sach  reversal  is,  becaoise  the  affidavit 
did  not  show  that  ^^  dae  diligence  had  been  used,  and  that  personal 
service  could  not  be  made." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  affidavit  in  this  case  does  not,  as  in  the 
case  at  bar,  state  that  ^'  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State,"  there- 
fore, as  it  did  not  show  that  contestant  had  ased  due  diligence  to 
make  personal  service,  it  was  clearly  not  sufficient  to  authorize  notice 
by  publication,  and  the  fact  as  found  by  the  Oommissioner,  that  the 
defendant  was  actually  a  non-resident,  did  not  cure  the  error,  for,  as  has 
been  repeatedly  held  by  this  Department,  the  affidavit  must  show  an 
its  face  all  the  facts  necessary  to  authorize  the  service  of  notice  by  pub- 
lication, or  no  jurisdiction  will  be  conferred  upon  the  local  officers. 

In  Allen  v.  Leet  (6  L.  D.,  669),  cited  in  the  foregoing  case,  the  affidavit 
alleged  that  ^'  he  had  made  due  and  diligent  search  for  Dexter  Leet 
and  that  be  can  not  be  found  nor  heard  of,  and  that  personal  service  of 
notice  of  this  contest  can  not  be  made  on  said  defendant  in  the  State  of 
Kebraska."  All  of  which  might  be  true  and  still  the  defendant  be  a  res- 
ident of  the  State  of  Nebraska,  for  he  might  have  absconded  or  con 
cealed  himself  so  that  personal  service  could  not  be  had  upon  him. 
This  affidavit  is  therefore  not  equivalent  to  an  allegation  of  non-resi- 
dence, and  it  was  properly  held  to  be  defective. 

I  find  therefore  that  the  affidavit  in  this  case  was  a  compliance  with 
the  rale,  and  was  sufficient  to  authorize  publication  of  notice  of  contest. 
The  record  also  satisfactorily  shows  that  contestant  mailed  a  copy  of 
the  notice  by  registered  letter  to  the  last  known  address  of  claimant  at 
least  thirty  days  before  the  hearing,  and  that  a  like  copy  was  posted  in 
a  conspicuous  place  on  the  land  for  at  least  two  weeks  prior  to  the  day 
set  for  hearing,  and  as  the  provision  requiring  the  same  to  be  posted 
in  the  register's  office  during  the  period  of  publication  was  not  in  force 
at  the  time  the  contest  was  initiated,  all  the  requirements  of  the  law 
necessary  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  register  and  receiver  seem  to  have 
been  complied  with.  The  contest,  then,  having  been  properly  initiated 
prior  to  the  cash  entry  of  De  Haan,  such  entry  was  improperly  allowed, 
under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237). 

As  this  case  had  not  been  finally  adjudicated  at  the  rendition  of  the 
decision  of  the  case  of  Friese  v.  Hobson  (4  L.  D.,  580),  it  falls  within  the 
imrview  of  that  decision,  which  is  again  followed  by  Boberts  v.  Mahl, 
6  L.  D.,  446,  and  Arnold  v.  Hildreth,  7  L.  D.,  500. 

The  evidence  abundantly  shows  that  at  the  time  of  the  initiation  of 
the  contest  the  defendant  had  abandoned  his  entry,  and  taken  up  his 
permanent  residence  in  Oregon,  many  hundred  miles  distant.  The 
good  faith  of  contestant  is  clearly  shown  by  continued  residence  on 
the  land  and  improvements,  amounting  to  more  than  fifteen  hundred 
dollars.  The  contest  will  therefore  be  sustained,  and  cash  entry  No. 
1122  will  be  suspended  to  await  final  action  on  contestant's  application 
to  exercise  his  preference  right. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 
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riNAL  PROOF  PROCEEDIXGS—TBANSFEREE. 

Ellis  M.  Bbown  et  al. 

When  final  proof  is  not  taken  before  the  officer  designated,  bat  is  otherwise  satis- 
factory, and  the  entryman  refuses  to  respond  to  farther  reqairements,  the  trans- 
feree may  cure  the  defect  by  procuring  a  certificate  both  from  the  officer  designated 
to  take  the  proof,  and  the  one  taking  the  same,  that  no  protest  was  at  any  time 
filed  against  the  entry. 

If  such  certificates  can  not  be  obtained,  the  proof  may  be  accepted  as  made,  after  re- 
publication and  in  the  absence  of  protest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  9, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Ellis  M.  Brown  on  appeal  b.y  the  Secarity 
Mortgage  and  Investment  Company,  mortgagee,  from  yonr  decision  of 
February  15,  1S89,  requiring  new  final  proof  on  the  pre-emption  cash 
entry  made  by  Brown  for  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  25,  T.  116  K.,  B.  76  W., 
Huron,  South  Dakota,  land  district. 

On  February  28, 1884,  Brown  made  settlement  on  said  land,  on  March 
1st  following  he  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  therefor,  and 
made  actual  residence  thereon  on  March  8th,  same  year. 

On  July  26, 1884,  he  gave  notice  by  publication  that  he  would  make 
final  proof  "  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  in  and  for  Sully  county, 
at  Clifton,  Dakota  Ter.,  on  Saturday  the  6th  day  of  September  1884," 
and  on  said  day  at  the  said  town  he  made  final  proof  before  Merit 
Sweny,  probate  judge  of  Sully  county  Dakota  Territory,  and  the  same 
was  accepted  by  the  local  officers,  final  certificate  was  issued  September 
16th  following,  and  he  paid  (^^the  receiver  $200,  taking  his  receipt 
therefor. 

On  February  21, 1887,  yoiir 'office,  by  letter  «  G''  of  that  date  notified 
the  register  and  receiver  at  Huron  D.  T.  that  said  claimant  would  be 
required  to  make  new  publicati'on-  and  new  proof,  because  the  proof  was 
not  taken  as  stated  in  the  published  notice. 

It  appears  that  Brown  was  notified  of  your  said  letter  "G"  by  regis- 
tered letter,  and  that  he  gave  it  no  attention  and  on  June  14,  1888,  by 
your  letter  "  G  ^  of  that  date  the  local  officers  were  directed  to  notify 
him  that  his  entry  was  held  for  cancellation,  subject  to  appeal. 

It  appears  from  the  records  and  evidence  that  Brown,  after  receiving 
said  final  certificate  mortgaged  said  land  to  the  Security  Mortgage  and 
Investment  Company,  and  sold  the  equity  of  redemption  to  one  David- 
son Steel.  On  February  15, 1889,  you  notified  Steel  by  letter  of  that 
date  that  the  final  proof  in  said  case  had  been  rejected  by  your  office; 
that  new  proof  had  been  required ;  that  none  having  been  made  the 
entry  was  held  for  cancellation  and  that  the  Department  recognized  the 
right  of  the  transferee  to  cure  irregularities  and  show  compliance  with 
law  by  the  entryman  where  he  could  not  be  found  or  refused  to  comply 
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with  the  requirements  made.  The  Security  Mortgage  and  Investment 
Go.  were  also  notified  that  new  proof  was  required  under  new  publica- 
tion, thereupon  said  company  appealed,  and  for  grounds  of  error  claim 
that  the  proof  was  satisfactory  as  to  residence  and  improvement,  and 
that  all  that  should  have  been  required  was  new  publication  and  post- 
ing and  a  certificate  of  no  protest. 

It  also  claims  that  it  does  not  appear  that  any  service  of  notice  of  sus- 
pension of  the  entry  was  ever  made  upon  Brown.  It  files  the  affidavit 
of  its  President,  Wm.  P.  Baird,  setting  forth  that  it  is  a  corporation 
daly  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  Territory  of  Dakota,  that  it  made 
a  loan  of  money  to  Brown  and  took  a  mortgage  on  the  land  in  contro- 
versy ;  that  it  has  no  other  security ;  that  Brown  is  in  solvent  and  has 
gone  to  parts  to  it  unknown. 

Davidson  Steel  files  a  statement  (not  under  oath)  that  he  purchased 
said  land  subject  to  said  mortgage  and  has  been  paying  interest  on 
$330  to  said  company ;  that  Brown  has  left  Dakota  and  now  lives  in 
Illinois  and  is  unable  to  bear  the  expense  of  making  new  proof,  if  he 
desired  to  do  so. 

The  testimony  in  final  proof  shows  that  Brown  built  a  house  eight  by 
twenty  feet  and  moved,  with  his  wife  and  child,  into  it  on  March  8, 1884, 
and  that  he  lived  there  continuously  until  after  making  final  proof. 
During  the  spring  he  broke  twenty  acres  of  land  and  cultivated  fifteen 
acres  to  corn,  potatoes  and  vegetables ;  during  the  summer  he  built  a 
crib  and  made  some  other  slight  improvements. 

The  entryman  having  mortgaged  the  land  after  receiving  his  final 
certificate,  and  having  sold  the  equity  of  redemption,  seems  to  have 
lost  bis  interest  in  it,  and  if  it  is  not  patented  these  parties  must  of 
course  suffer.  In  the  case  of  Eberhatd .  Qyerbach  (10  L.  D.,  142),  it 
was  held  that  the  sale  of  the  tract  afteli'  making  final  proof,  which  sat- 
isfactorily showed  full  compliance  witb  the  law,  did  not  afford  ground 
for  cancellation  of  the  entry.  .' 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  proof  shows  full  compliance  with  the  law,  and 
in  view  of  this  fact,  and  the  fact  that  the  entryman  refuses  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  your  office  as  to  furnishing  new  proof,  the 
grantee  of  the  entryman  will  be  allowed  to  furnish  the  official  certifi- 
cate of  both  the  officer  advertised  to  take  such  proof,  and  the  officer 
taking  the  same,  that  no  protest  was  at  any  time  filed  before  him 
against  said  entry,  as  per  rule  5 — rules  on  final  proof— approved  July  17, 
1889  (  9L.  D.,  123),  and  upon  such  certificates  being  furnished  the  final 
proof  may  be  accepted. 

If  for  any  reason  such  certificates  can  not  be  obtained,  the  said 
grantee  will  cause  new  notice  to  be  published  for  the  submission  of  final 
proof,  and  if  no  protest  or  objection  is  filed  on  the  day  fixed  for  hearing, 
the  proof  heretofore  made  may  be  accepted  as  final,  otherwise  the  final 
proof  will  be  re-taken. 

The  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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OSAGE    LAND-SETTLEMENT    BIGHTS. 

B.  H.  Smith. 

Settlement  and  occapancy  of  Osa^e  land  do  not  secare  tbe  right  of  pnrcbase,  if  it 
appears  that  sach  occapancy  was  not  with  the  intention  of  taking  the  land  for 
a  home. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl 

Land  Office^  Septeniber  9, 1890. 

On  Febraary  3, 1883,  B.  H.  Smith  made  Osage  cash  entry  of  the  N. 
i  of  SW.  J,  SB.  4  of  SW.i  and  SW.  J  of  SE.  J,  Sec.  22,  T.,  30  S.,  B. 
13  W.,  Larned,  Kansas. 

On  March  28, 1883,  a  special  agent  reported  that  said  entry  was  made 
for  grazing  purposes,  but  without  recommendation.  A  hearing  was 
however  had  thereon,  and  at  said  hearing  the  defendant  asked  that  the 
government  be  required  to  open  the  case,  which  was  refused  by  the 
local  officers,  and  the  defendant  having  excepted  to  said  ruling,  then 
submitted  his  testimony.  The  local  officers  found  that  the  defendant 
did  not  make  a  hone  fide  settlement  on  the  tract,  and  held  his  entry  for 
cancellation,  which  decision  was  affirmed  by  your  office.  From  this 
decision  defendant  appealed,  alleging,  substantially  as  error,  (1)  In 
holding  that  the  overruling  of  defendant's  motion  to  require  the  gov- 
ernment to  open  the  case,  which  was  excepted  to  at  the  time,  was  not 
sufficient  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  local  officers ;  (2)  In  holding  that 
the  settlement  of  defendant  was  not  bona  fide^  or  to  make  a  home,  but 
to  get  the  land  for  grazing — the  land  only  being  suitable  for  grazing — 
and  in  not  holding  that  the  defendant  was  an  actual  settler  having  the 
qualifications  of  a  pre-emptor  at  the  date  of  tendering  final  proof^ 
which  are  the  only  requirements  to  entitle  him  to  the  land. 

The  motion  to  require  the  government  to  open  the  case  was  improp- 
erly overruled,  and  the  defendant  could  have  refused  to  submit  testi- 
mony, and  might  have  relied  upon  having  the  error  corrected  on  appeal ; 
but  having  offered  himself  as  a  witness,  and  it  being  shown  from  his 
own  testimony  that  he  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  law,  a  correction 
of  the  error  could  not  avail  him.  While  the  overruling  of  the  defend- 
ant's motion  denied  to  him  a  right,  yet  by  reason  of  his  own  action  in  the 
conduct  of  the  case,  it  can  not  now  be  repaired  by  a  reversal  of  that 
decision. 

The  testimony  of  the  claimant  shows  that  he  owned  a  farm  adjoining 
the  tract  in  controversy,  upon  which  he  resided  with  his  family  prior  to 
his  alleged  settlement;  that  the  tract  is  composed  of  canons,  blnfiGs, 
breaks  and  ravines,  and  is  not  fit  for  agricultural  purposes,  but  only 
for  grazing ;  that  .the  land  is  of  no  value  to  any  one  not  owning  adjoin- 
ing land,  and  that  because  he  owned  the  adjoining  farm  he  wanted  it 
for  grazing  purposes.  He  states  that  when  he  bought  the  adjoining 
farm,  he  also  bought  the  house  on  the  tract  in  controversy  from  the 
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same  person ;  that  his  wife  resided  with  him  on  said  tract  for  about  a 
month  and  a  half,  and  then  returned  to  the  house  on  the  adjoining  farm, 
which  was  from  twenty-three  to  thirty  rods  from  the  other  house,  but 
that  he  and  his  son  remained  on  the  place  until  he  proved  up,  which 
was  exactly  six  months  from  date  of  filing,  when  he  returned  to  the 
house  on  the  adjoining  tract,  and  afterwards  used  the  house  on  the  land 
in  controversy  for  a  stable.  He  states  that  when  he  moved  with  his  fam- 
ily from  Illinois  to  Kansas,  they  divided  their  household  goods  and  put 
part  on  the  tract  in  controversy  and  part  on  the  adjoining  land;  that 
his  wife  came  to  the  claim  at  times  to  cook  their  meals,  and  when  she 
did  not,  he  and  his  son  went  to  the  house  on  the  adjoining  tract  to  eat; 
that  he  filed  for  the  land  to  make  it  a  home  in  connection  with  his 
other  land  adjoining. 

While  the  testimony  shows  that  the  claimant  occupied  the  tract  with 
bis  son  for  six  months,  yet  considering  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
as  detailed  by  his  own  testimony,  I  am  satisfied  that  such  occupancy 
did  not  constitute  him  an  actual  settler  upon  the  land  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  term,  as  defined  by  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  cases 
of  United  States  v.  Jones,  10  L.  D.,  23,  and  United  States  v,  Atterberry, 
id.,  36j  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  proof  required  to  establish  the  fact 
of  an  actual  settlement  on  Osage  lands,  is  no  less  in  degree  than  the 
proof  required  under  the  pre-emption  law.  While  it  is  true  the  claim- 
ant settled  upon  and  occupied  the  land  for  six  months,  yet  it  is  shown 
by  the  proof  that  he  did  not  occupy  it  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  his 
home,  but  solely  to  add  to  his  adjoining  land,  which  was  in  fact  his 
home,  and  to  which  he  removed  as  soon  as  he  made  proof. 

Your  decision  is  afBrmed,  and  the  papers  are  herewith  returned. 


PRACnCB-NOTICE  OF  CONTEST— OFFICIAL  SIGNATURE. 

LUNDQUiST  V.  Fbnton. 

The  mere  omission  of  the  register  to  affix  to  his  signatare,  on  a  notice  ot  contest,  his 
official  designation  does  not  invalidate  the  process;  nor  can  a  defendant  who 
admits  the  service  of  such  notice,  and  appears  generally,  without  allegation  of 
prejudice,  take  advantage  of  snch  defect. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  9,  1890. 

On  June  2, 1885,  Eusibus  M.  Fenton  made  homestead  entry  upon  the 
NW.  i,  Sec  14,  T.  127  N.,  E.  46  W.,  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota. 

On  May  18, 1886,  Erik  A.  Lundquist  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  charging  abandonment,  change  of  residence,  and  no 
cultivation  of  the  tract. 

The  hearing  was  set  for  July  9, 1886,  at  nine  A.  M.  ITear  the  hour 
fixed  for  the  hearing,  the  register^  T.  F.  Oowing,  received  a  telegram 
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from  the  defendant,  dated  at  Bnrnesville,  Minnesota,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

^'  Please  hold  open  my  contest  until  10:15  to-day." 

The  case  was  called  a  few  minutes  after  ten  o'clock,  both  parties 
being  present  with  counsel,  when  Fenton  objected  to  the  service  of 
notice  of  contest,  on  the  grounds  that  neither  the  notice  nor  the  copy 
thereof  left  with  him  had  the  word  "  register  "  written  after  the  signa- 
ture of  the  person  issuing  such  notice.  The  local  officers  overruled  this 
objection;  whereupon  Fenton,  with  his  counsel,  withdrew  from  the 
trial.  The  evidence  was  then  heard,  and  the  register  and  receiver 
recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry. 

On  appeal  by  your  office  letter  of  December  19, 1888,  you  vacate  that 
judgment  and  reverse  the  action  of  the  local  office,  sustaining  Fenton's 
objection  to  service,  and  direct  that  a  new  notice  be  issued  to  the  par- 
ties in  interest,  fixing  a  day  for  a  hearing  anew  the  charges  in  contest- 
ant's affidavit. 

From  this  action  Lundquist  brings  this  appeal,  alleging  the  following 
grounds  of  error : 

1.  In  holding  that  plaintiff  had  not  made  dae  and  legal  service  npon  defendant  to 
the  trial  had  in  the  local  land  office. 

2.  In  directing  the  local  land  office  to  order  a  new  hearing. 

There  is  no  question  as  to  the  defendant's  being  served  with  a  notice 
of  this  hearing  this  was  done  both  by  a  copy  and  by  a  notice  sent 
through  the  mail.  The  latter  notice  he  acknowledged  receiving,  when 
iserved  with  a  copy  of  the  original  notice.  Moreover,  his  telegram  to 
the  register,  above  set  out,  showed  he  had  notice  of  the  hearing. 

The  sole  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  can  take  advantage  of 
the  absence  of  the  word  <^  register"  on  the  notice  to  respond  and  furnish 
testimony  concerning  an  alleged  failure  to  comply  with  the  law,  after 
he  has  acknowledged,  both  verbally  and  by  telegram,  that  he  has  been 
notified  of  such  hearing. 

The  notice  which  defendant  received  on  June  4, 1886,  thirty -five  days 
before  the  hearing,  was  dated  at  <<  C  S.  Land  Office,  Fergus  Falls,  Minn., 
May  18,  1886. " 

The  notice  bore  on  its  face  the  name  of  the  office  whence  it  came. 

The  register  and  receiver  (or  one  of  them)  are  the  only  persons  au- 
thorized by  law  to  sign  such  notice ;  the  name  of  the  register  was  duly 
signed  to  the  same,  and  the  mere  omission  of  the  official  designation 
in  the  term  ^'register"  did  not  invalidate  the  process. 

Kule  8  of  the  Eules  of  Practice  of  this  Department  requires  that  the 
notice  of  contest  be  signed  by  the  <'  register  and  receiver,  or  by  both  of 
them." 

As  a  matter  of  fact  the  register  did  sign  both  the  notice  and  the  copy 
thereof,  and  it  would  have  been  better  practice  had  he  designated  his 
official  character,  by  writing  the  same  after  his  name,  on  both  notice 
and  copy.    But  the  absence  of  such  designation  can  not  excuse  de- 
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fendant  after  he  has  appeared  generally  and  asked  that  his  ^^  contest" 
be  held  open  nntil  he  coald  reach  the  place  of  trial.  A  technical  omis- 
sion in  the  process,  under  snch  circnmstances,andnpon  such  an  appear- 
ance can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  by  him.  In  this  case  the  entry- 
man  had  thirty-five  days  to  prepare  for  this  hearing.  He  voluntarily 
refused  to  respond  to  the  charges  against  his  entry,  or  to  furnish  testi- 
mony to  establish  his  good  faith.  He  does  not  claim  that  he  was  mis- 
lead or  in  any  way  prejudiced  by  the  failure  of  the  register  to  designate 
his  official  character  in  the  process. 

Your  order  vacatingthe  judgment  of  the  local  office  is  reversed;  and 
I  herewith  return  the  papers,  with  directions  that  you  pass  upon  the 
merits  of  the  case  as  disclosed  by  record. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-SELECTION-SETTLEMENT  RIGHT. 

Iowa  JBailroad  Land  Co.  v.  Nourse. 

The  right  of  the  railroad  company,  nnder  the  act  of  June  2,  1864,  to  even  sections 
within  the  six  mile  limits  of  the  grant  of  1856,  does  not  attach  until  selection,  and 
the  right  of  selection  cannot  he  exercised  until  after  definite  location  of  the  mod- 
ified line  of  road. 

The  right  of  selection  under  said  act  of  1864|  can  not  he  exercised  if  at  the  date  of 
selection  a  right  of  homestead  settlement  covers  the  tract  involved. 

The  failure  of  a  homestead  settler  to  make  entry  within  three  months  after  settle- 
ment does  not  operate  to  the  advantage  of  the  railroad  company. 

The  consent  of  the  company  to  a  Judicial  decree  recognizing  the  validity  of  an  entry 
under  which  settlement  rights  are  alleged,  is  an  ahandonment  of  the  company's 
pending  selection  so  far  as  the  right  of  the  settler  is  concerned. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oo^nmissioner   of  the  Oeneral  Land 

Office,  Beptember  9,  1890. 

This  appeal  is  filed  by  the  Iowa  Eailroad  Land  Oompany,  successors 
in  interest  to  the  Cedar  Bapids  and  Missouri  Biver  Bailroad  Company^ 
from  the  decision  of  your  office  holding  for  cancellation  the  selection 
made  by  said  company  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  2,  T.  85  N.,  E.  43  W.,  Des 
Moioes,  Iowa,  and  allowing  Horace  D.  Kourse  to  make  homestead  entry 
of  the  same. 

The  tract  in  controversy  is  an  even  numbered  section,  lying  within 
the  six  mile  limits  of  the  line  of  the  Iowa  Air  Line,  now  Cedar  Bapids 
and  Missouri  Biver  Bailroad  Company,  as  originally  located  under  the 
act  of  May  15, 1856  (11  Stat,  9),  and  was  selected  by  the  company  De- 
cember 31, 1884,  under  the  act  of  June  2, 1864,  (13  Stat.,  95). 

The  right  of  the  company  to  the  even  sections  within  said  limits 
attaches  only  from  the  date  of  selection,  and  no  right  of  selection  could 
be  exercised  until  the  modified  line  was  definitely  located.  See  Iowa 
Bailroad  Land  Company  v.  Ertel,  10  L.  D,,  176. 
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The  records  of  yoar  office  show  that  Simeon  Lightfoot  made  home* 
stead  entry  of  this  tract  October  31, 1870,  which  was  canceled  Jaly  25, 
1884,  for  failure  to  make  proof  within  seven  years  from  date  of  entry. 

Prior  to  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  the  railroad  company  broaght 
suit  against  Lightfoot  to  determine  the  right  of  possession  and  the 
validity  of  his  entry,  and  in  this  suit  Nonrse  was  joined  as  a  co-defend- 
ant The  suit  was  pending  at  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
of  Lightfoot,  and  also  at  the  date  when  the  company  selected  the  tract 

After  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
case  of  Oedar  Bapids,  etc.,  Bailroad  Company  v.  Herring  et  al,  (110 
U.  S.,  27),  which  held  that  the  right  of  the  company  to  the  even  sec- 
tions within  said  limits  attached  only  from  date  of  selection,  and  after 
the  company  had  made  selection  of  the  tract,  it  allowed  the  following 
consent  decree  to  be  entered  up  in  the  suit  against  Lightfoot  and 
Nourse: 

It  is  ordered,  adjadged  and  decreed  as  upon  a  full  hearing  upon  the  merits  that  the 
entry  under  which  defendants  claim  is  legal  and  valid,  and  that  the  i>etition  of 
plaintifb  be  dismissed  for  want  of  equity. 

Tour  office  held  that  this  act  of  the  company  disposed  of  its  claim 
to  the  land,  while  the  company,  in  its  appeal  from  said  ruling,  contends 
that  the  only  question  settled  by  said  decree  was  that  Lightfoot's  entry 
was  valid  and  legal,  and  that  so  long  as  that  entry  remained  of  record, 
rights  acquired  under  and  by  force  of  it  could  not  be  called  in  question 
by  the  company.  But  at  the  date  of  said  deci*ee,  the  entry  of  Light- 
foot had  been  canceled,  and  the  company  had  made  selection  of  the 
tract.  INonrse  was  then  the  only  defendant  claiming  the  land.  While 
the  decree  did  not  so  dispose  of  the  claim  of  the  company,  as  to  prevent 
it  from  afterwards  asserting  its  right  to  select  the  tract,  if  it  should  be 
found  free  from  any  other  claim,  it  was  such  a  recognition  of  the  settle- 
ment right  of  Nourse  then  existing  as  to  estop  them  from  afterwards 
asserting  any  claim  under  its  selection  of  December  31, 1884,  as  against 
the  validity  of  his  claim.  The  recognition  of  the  claim  of  Nourse  was 
practically  an  abandonment  of  its  selection,  so  far  as  it  conflicted  with 
his  settlement  right  But,  independently  of  this,  the  tract  was  not 
subject  to  selection,  if,  at  the  date  of  selection,  a  right  of  homestead 
settlement  had  attached  thereto. 

The  act  of  July  2, 1864,  supra,  provides  that — 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  reserve  and  cause  to  he  certified  and  conveyed 
to  said  company  from  time  to  tirae^  as  the  work  progresses  on  the  main  line,  out  of 
any  public  lands  now  belonging  to  the  United  States,  not  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of,  or  to  which  a  pre-emption  right  or  rUfht  of  homestead  settlement  has  not  at- 
tached, and  on  which  a  bona  fide  settlement  and  improvement  has  not  been  made 
under  color  of  title  derived  from  the  United  States  or  from  the  State  of  Iowa. 

Nourse's  right  to  make  homestead  entry  of  this  tract  as  against  the 
right  of  the  company  is  therefore  not  dependent  upon  the  decree,  if  he 
is  a  qualifled  homesteader,  and  was  at  the  date  of  selection  a  settler 
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open  the  tract,  occupying  and  improving  it,  with  the  intention  of  enter- 
ing it  nnder  the  homestead  law. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  Jaly  23, 1887,  Nonrse  applied  to 
make  final  proof  on  the  entry  of  Lightfoot,  or  to  make  entry  of  the  land 
nnder  the  homestead  law,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers.  On 
Angust  27, 1887,  he  again  applied  to  enter  the  land  under  the  home- 
stead law,  which  was  also  refused,  because  of  conflict  with  the  company, 
and  from  both  refusals  he  appealed.  With  his  first  application  he  filed 
a  corroborated  affidavit,  in  which  he  states  that  in  1873  he  purchased 
the  relinquishment  of  Lightfoot,  and  went  into  possession  of  the  tract 
and  has  been  living  on  it  continuously  ever  since ;  that  he  had  culti- 
vated the  land,  built  a  dwelling  house,  and  made  other  permanent  and 
valuable  improvements,  valued  at  about  $1,000,  and  has  occupied  it  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  home  thereon  under  the  homestead  law.  While 
he  could  claim  no  right  whatever  under  the  entry  of  Lightfoot,  or  under 
his  purchase  of  the  relinquishment,  as  against  the  government,  yet  he 
was  a  settler  upon  the  land  at  the  date  of  selection,  occupying  and  cul- 
tivating it  with  the  intention  of  acquiring  title  to  it  as  a  home  under  the 
homestead  laws ;  and  these  allegations  are  not  denied  by  the  company. 
At  that  time  he  could  initiate  a  claim  to  the  land  under  the  homestead 
laws  by  mere  settlement,  and  his  failure  to  make  entry  within  three 
months  of  his  settlement  could  not  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  rail- 
road company,  but  only  as  in  settlements  under  the  pre-emption  laws 
by  the  next  settler  who  perfected  his  claim  in  time. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  the  application 
of  Nourse  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  will  be  allowed. 


FINAL  PROOF  PROCEBDINGS-PROTEST-HEAIUNG. 

Wilder  v.  Parker. 

The  Department  will  not  interfere  with  the  Commissioner's  discretion,  in  refnsing  to 
order  a  hearing  on  a  protest  filed  against  final  proof,  unless  there  is  snch  an  ahuse 
thereof  as  to  work  an  injustice,  or  the  inequitable  denial  of  a  legal  right. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office,  September  9, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  Wilder  v.  Moses  H.  Parker  on 
appeal  of  the  former  from  yonr  decision  of  May  27, 1889,  dismissing  his 
protest  against  the  final  proof  of  the  latter  on  bis  pre-emption  cash 
entry  for  the  N  W.  i  of  Sec.  18,  T.  6  8.,  E.  65  W.,  Denver,  Colorado  land 
district. 

On  Angust  27, 1888,  Parker  made  pre-emption  proof  and  on  same  day 
Wilder  filed  protest  against  the  same  averring  in  his  affidavit  that  he 
had  made  some  discoveries  of  gold  in  the  land  and  that  it  was  valuable 
as  a  placer  mine.  This  affidavit  was  written  by  the  officer  taking  the 
final  proof,  and  with  it  was  also  taken  the  affidavit  of  Parker  corrobo- 
2497— VOL  It 18 
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rated  by  five  witnesses  who  say  they  know  the  land  and  the  parties ; 
they  contradict  the  statements  of  Wilder  as  to  the  character  of  the  land, 
determining  its  character  to  be  agricaltaral  rather  than  mineral.  These 
affidavits  were  returned  to  the  local  office  with  the  final  proof. 

On  considering  the  testimony  the  local  officers  accepted  the  final  proof 
and  rejected  the  protest,  from  which  decision  Wilder  appealed.  Pend- 
ing said  appeal,  he  filed  an  additional  affidavit,  rei>eatiug  many  of  the 
statements  of  the  former,  and  adding  the  charge  that  Parker  had  made 
final  proof  on  homestead  entry  for  a  tract  of  land  in  the  same  section 
and  had  resided  upon  it  and  that  he  believed  he  owned  it  when  he  made 
settlement  on  the  tract  in  controversy.  This  affidavit  was  corroborated 
by  two  witnesses.  A  copy  of  it  was  served  on  Parker  and  he  filed  coun- 
ter affidavits,  one  by  himself,  denying  specifically  and  positively  the 
charge  that  he  had  moved  off  of  land  owned  by  him,  and  denying  that 
he  owned  any  land  when  he  made  settlement.  Another  by  Mr.  Rowley 
relating  to  the  character  of  the  land,  and  this  affidavit  corroborated  by 
three  witnesses  contradicted  the  statements  of  Wilder  as  to  the  min- 
eral character  of  the  land.  He  also  filed  in  addition  to  these,  the  joint 
affidavit  of  seven  witnesses,  who  say  that  they  are  familiar  with  the  land 
in  controversy  and  with  the  efforts  of  prospectors  to  find  gold  in  pay- 
ing quantities  on  it;  that  Wilder  has  lived  on  said  land  and  in  its  im- 
mediate vicinity  since  1882,  and  has  been  engaged  in  working  at  car- 
pentering and  in  the  poultry  business  and  working  for  others  by  the 
day ;  that  in  1883  he  did  some  prospecting  on  the  tract,  and  since  that 
has  done  no  mining  or  prospecting  on  it  except  to  dig  a  well  on  the 
land ;  that  said  land  is  of  no  value  as  mineral  land,  but  is  valuable  for 
agricultural  and  grazing  purposes. 

After  considering  the  case  as  presented  by  the  final  proof  and  these 
several  affidavits,  you  declined  to  order  an  investigation  and  Wilder 
appealed  to  this  Department. 
^  A  careful  examination  of  the  entire  record,  the  testimony  and  said 
affidavits  satisfies  me  that  your  conclusion  should  not  be  disturbed. 

Wilder  had  known  this  land,  and  claimant  (Parker)  many  years,  and 
in  his  protest  filed  on  August  28, 1888,  which  covers  nine  large  pages 
of  closely  written  matter,  he  did  not  mention  the  matter  of  Parker 
moving  off  of  land  that  he  owned  when  he  settled  on  the  tract  in  con- 
troversy, and  when  he  does  mention  it  later,  he  alleges  it  as  his  belief 
only. 

It  will  be  observed  that  so  far  as  the  character  of  the  land  is  con- 
cerned. Wilder  nowhere  states  that  it  is  more  valuable  for  mineral  than 
for  agricultural  purposes.  The  allegations  in  this  affidavit  are  too  gen- 
eral and  vague  to  justify  this  Department  in  interfering  with  your  dis- 
cretion in  declining  to  order  a  hearing.  Unless  there  is  such  an  abuse 
thereof  as  to  work  injustice  or  the  inequitable  denial  of  a  legal  rights 
this  Department  will  not  interfere  with  you  in  the  exercise  of  your  dis- 
cretionary authority.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  in  this  case  which 
will  justify  its  being  prolonged.    Your  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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OSAGE  LAND-FILING— FINAL  PROOF. 

BiCKS  V.  Curtis. 

Where  two  claimaots  for  Osage  land  are  both  in  default,  either  as  to  filing:,  or  mak- 
ing final  proof  and  payment  within  the  prescribed  period,  the  soperior  right  must 
be  accorded  to  the  one  who  first  submits  final  proof  thereafter. 

The  right  to  purchase  Osage  land  cannot  be  exercised  by  one  who  is  not  an  actual 
settler  thereon. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  11, 1890. 

Wilbur  P.  Curtis  filed  Osage  declaratory  statetnent  for  tbe  SW.  J 
See.  33,  T.  28  S.,  B.  15  W.,  Lamed,  Kansas,  April  24,  1884,  alleging 
settlement  April  22, 1884,  and  made  final  proof  May  23, 1885. 

James  Bicks  filed  declaratory  statement  for  said  tract  May  13,  1885, 
alleging  settlement  November  22, 1884,  and  made  final  proof  July  11^ 
1885. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  and  upon  the  testimony  submitted  the  local 
officers  found  in  favor  of  Onrtis  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of 
Kick's  filing,  which  was  affirmed  by  your  office.  From  this  decision 
Bicks  appealed. 

Both  parties  were  in  default,  Curtis  by  failing  to  make  final  proof 
within  six  months  after  filing,  and  Bicks  by  failing  to  file  within  three 
months  after  settlement,  and  his  final  proof  was  submitted  less  than 
three  months  after  filing.  Conceding  that  both  parties  had  complied 
with  the  law  as  to  settlement  and  residence,  the  claim  of  Curtis  must 
prevail,  for  the  reason  that  where  both  parties  are  in  default,  either  as 
to  filing  or  making  final  proof  and  payment  within  the  prescribed  period, 
the  superior  right  must  be  accorded  to  the  one  who  first  submits  final 
proof  thereafter.  Boyd  v.  Smith  (11  L.  D.,  62);  Hessong  v.  Burgan  (9 
L.  D.,  353),  and  cases  therein  cited. 

But  another  question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether  Curtis  ever 
made  a  bona  fide  settlement  and  residence  on  the  land,  and,  if  so, 
whether  such  residence  was  maintained  as  required  by  law. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  Curtis,  a  few  days  after  his  alleged 
settlement  left  the  tract  in  controversy  and  went  to  Ottawa  county,  160 
miles  from  the  claim,  and  lived  with  his  mother,  attending  to  some  hogs 
and  also  to  the  care  and  harvesting  of  crops  in  which  he  had  a  joint  in- 
terest with  his  brother,  and  remained  there  until  December  1884.  The 
testimony  shows  that  became  to  the  tract  in  controversy  about  Novem- 
ber 24th,  with  a  wagon  and  horse  belonging  to  himself,  but  this  was  a 
mere  visit,  as  he  only  remained  about  a  day  and  two  nights  and  then 
returned  to  Ottawa  county  with  his  team. 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  of  defendant  and  his  witnesses  that  he 
was  a  joint  owner  with  his  brother  and  father  of  a  house  twelve  by 
twenty-two  feet  which  was  placed  in  the  center  of  the  section  so  as  to 
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cover  the  three  quarter  sections  claimed  by  them  respectively,  and  which 
was  used  by  all  of  them  in  proving  up  their  respective  claims,  but  it  is 
admitted  that  there  was  no  door  to  that  part  of  the  house  covering  the 
claim  of  the  defendant;  that  he  did  not  assist  in  building  the  house, 
and  it  is  very  uncertain  from  the  testimony  whether  any  part  of  said 
house  was  on  his  claim. 

It  is  also  shown  by  the  testimony  that  S.  T.  Curtis,  the  father  of  de- 
fendant, claimed  all  of  said  house  as  being  on  his  tract  in  making  his 
final  proof,  which  was  made  after  the  time  that  defendant  says  the 
house  was  moved  on  the  tract  claimed  by  him.  The  cultivation  of  the 
land  was  done  by  his  father  and  brother.  The  defendant  himself  testi- 
fies that  he  did  not  do  the  cultivating.  He  explains  his  absence  by 
reason  of  an  injury  received  within -two  weeks  after  he  went  to  Ottawa, 
which  caused  him  to  remain  there  several  months  under  the  care  of  a 
physician,  but  there  is  abundant  evidence  to  show  that  during  this  time 
he  was  at  work  in  the  harvest  field,  and  through  the  greater  period  of 
his  absence,  at  least,  he  was  able  to  work  and  did  work  on  the  place  he 
was  then  living  upon. 

Furthermore,  while  he  was  on  the  stand,  counsel  for  Bicks  offered  in 
evidence  a  certificate  from  the  county  clerk  of  Ottawa  county,  certify- 
ing that  W.  F.  Curtis  is  registered  as  one  of  the  voters  at  a  general 
election,  held  in  Culver  township  in  Ottawa  county,  November  4, 1884, 
and  when  asked  if  he  voted  at  such  time  and  place,  as  set  forth  in  said 
certificate,  he  answered,  *^  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  voted  or  not." 

Another  significant  fact — as  testified  to  by  Luddern,  one  of  defend- 
ant's witness — ^is  that  witness  Oeorge  Curtis  and  Fremont  Curtis  were 
going  across  the  claim,  about  November  22, 1884,  and  passed  Bicks,  who 
was  on  the  land,  and  shortly  afterward  George  Curtis  came  up  to  where 
they  were  at  work,  and  said :  '<  Wilbur  Curtis'  claim  was  jumped,"  and 
the  defendant  in  his  testimony  admits  that  after  he  returned  to  Ottawa 
county,  in  November,  1884,  he  received  a  letter  from  his  brother  that 
Bicks  bad  gone  on  the  land,  and  he  came  right  back. 

Taking  into  consideration  all  the  testimony,  I  am  satisfied  that  Curtis 
was  not  an  ^^  actual  settler  "  on  the  land,  as  contemplated  by  law,  and 
the  evidence  tends  strongly  to  show  that  he  was  induced  to  return  to 
the  tract  from  the  fact  that  Bicks  had  made  settlement  upon  it,  after 
the  time  had  expired  in  which  by  law  he  was  required  to  submit  final 
proof,  and  his  entry  should  therefore  be  canceled. 

It  is  shown  by  all  the  witnesses  that  Bicks  has  resided  continuously 
on  the  tract  with  his  family  from  November  22, 1884,  to  November  5, 
1885,  the  date  of  hearing,  and  has  improved  the  tract  and  fulfilled  all 
the  requirements  of  the  law.  At  the  date  of  his  settlement  the  land 
was  subject  to  settlement  by  any  qualified  settler,  his  entry  should 
therefore  be  allowed. 

Your  decision  is  reversed. 
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BiGKEL  ET  AL.  17.  IRVINE. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  February  20, 
18dO,  10  L.  D.,  205,  denied  by  Acting  Secretary  Chandler,  September 
11, 1890. 


DESERT  liAKD  ENTRY— NON-IRRIGABLE  LAND. 

William  Grusen. 

A  desert  land  entry  will  not  be  defeated  or  distarbed  for  the  sole  reason  that  the 
larjcer  portion  of  each  smallest  sab-division  is  not  susceptible  of  irrigation,  if  the 
proof  of  reclamation  is  otherwise  satisfactory,  the  good  faith  of  the  entryman 
apparent,  and  no  question  as  to  the  desert  character  of  the  land  embraced  in  the 
entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  11, 1890. 

The  appeal  of  William  Oiusen  from  yonr  decision  of  May  13, 1889,  is 
before  me,  and  from  the  record  it  appears  that  September  11, 1884,  the 
claimant  made  desert  land  entry  No.  63  for  the  SE.  \  of  the  NE.  \  and 
the  NE.  i  of  the  SE.  \  of  Sec.  19,  T.  1  S.,  B.  19  E.,  Boise  meridian, 
Hailey,  Idaho.  Final  proof  and  payment  were  made  and  final  certifi- 
cate issued  April  19, 1887. 

On  presentation  of  the  record  at  yonr  office,  you  held  said  entry  for 
cancellation,  for  the  reason  that  the  final  proof  showed  that  '^  only  some 
ten  (10)  acres  of  the  80  have  been  or  can  be  irrigated;  the  balance  of 
the  tract  being  waste,  hilly  and  impossible  to  get  water  upon  it." 

From  an  examination  of  the  final  proof  it  appears  that  only  ten  acres, 
five  acres  in  each  legal  subdivision,  are  susceptible  of  irrigation ;  the 
remaining  portion  of  the  land  is  described  by  both  claimant's  wit- 
nesses as  '^  waste,  hilly  and  impossible  to  get  water  upon."  Both  wit- 
nesses also  state  that  '^  all  the  land  is  fenced."  The  evidence  as  to  sup- 
ply of  water,  character  of  ditches,  and  all  other  requirements  pertain* 
ing  to  the  reclamation  of  the  ten  acres  appears  to  be  satisfactory. 

The  ruling  of  this  Department,  as  appears  from  the  later  decisions, 
notably  David  Gilchrist,  8  L.  D.,  48,  Andrew  Leslie,  9  L.  D.,  204,  and 
Martha  W.  Fisher,  9  L.  D.,  430,  is  to  the  effect  that  a  desert  land  entry 
will  not  be  defeated  or  disturbed  for  the  sole  reason  that  the  larger 
portion  of  each  smallest  subdivision  of  the  entry  is  not  susceptible  of 
irrigation,  if  the  proof  of  reclamation  is  otherwise  satisfactory  and  the 
good  faith  of  the  entryman  is  made  apparent,  and  there  is  no  question 
as  to  the  desert  character  of  the  land  embraced  in  the  entry. 

While  none  of  the  cases  that  have  heretofore  come  before  the  De- 
partment have  embraced  so  large  a  proportion  of  non-irrigable  land  as 
the  one  under  consideration,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  an  entryman 
should  not  be  allowed  to  pay  for  a  legal  subdivision  of  desert  land,  if 
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he  chooses  to  do  so  in  good  faith,  in  order  that  he  may  utilize  a  part 
of  it. 

The  fact,  however,  in  itself  that  the  claimant  in  this  case  knowingly 
made  entry  and  paid  for  eighty  acres,  only  ten  of  which  can  be  made  pro- 
dnctive,  is  to  some  extent  suggestive  of  bad  faith,  and  the  suggestion 
is  strengthened  by  the  further  fact  that  while  it  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence submitted  in  the  final  proof  that  but  ten  acres  are  in  use  or  can 
be  used  for  any  purpose,  yet  the  whole  tract  is  fenced. 

The  question  very  naturally  arises,  why  should  the  claimant  go  to 
the  expense  of  fencing  seventy  acres  of  waste  and  worthless  land! 

In  view  of  all  the  circumstances  attending  this  entry,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  an  investigation  should  be  had  of  the  character  of  the  land 
embraced  in  this  entry,  and  therefore  direct  that  an  examination  be 
made  by  a  special  agent  of  your  office  and  that  he  be  instructed  to 
make  a  full  and  careful  investigation  as  to  the  ciiaracter  of  the  land 
entered,  whether  the  same  is  desert,  and  how  much  ia  susceptible  of  ir- 
rigation, and  whether  the  same  has  been  fully  reclaimed,  and  whether 
the  reclaimed  land  is  on  one  forty  acre  tract,  with  notice  to  the  claim- 
ant, and  that  he  make  a  report  in  writing  to  your  office  clearly  setting 
forth  thefacts  so  foundby  him.  That  on  examination  of  such  report,  you 
will  take  such  action  in  the  premises  as  to  you  shall  seem  proper,  order- 
ing a  hearing  with  notice,  if  the  report  should  be  adverse  to  the  entry. 

Your  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 


CONTEST— PREFERENCE  RIGHT-PROCEEDrNGS  ON  REPORT  OF  SPECIAL 

AGENT. 

Johnson  r.' Walton. 

One  who  files  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  an  entry,  and  pays  or  deposits  the  requi- 
site fees,  acquires  nnder  the  act  of  May  14,  1880,  a  right  that  can  not  be  defeated 
by  subsequent  proceedings  instituted  against  such  entry  on  behalf  of  the  gov- 
ernment. 

An  order  of  cancellation  based  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent  cannot  be  treated  as 
final,  if  the  record  fails  to  show  notice  of  such  action  duly  served  on  the  en  try  man 
in  accordance  with  the  circular  provisions  of  July  31,  1885. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  12, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  S.  Johnson  t?.  Bichard  Walton 
and  Gharles  H.  Cowan  on  appeal  by  Johnson  from  yonr  office  decision 
of  May  6, 1889,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
the  B.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  theW.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  21,  T.  8  S.^R  3 
W.,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana  land  district. 

On  December  18, 1884,  Walton  made  homestead  entry  for  said  land, 
and  on  June  23, 1886,  Johnson  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the 
same,  alleging  that  Walton  never  resided  on  said  laud  or  cultivated  or 
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improved  the  same.  It  was  farther  alleged  ''  affiant  has  made  personal 
inquiry  and  caused  inquiry  to  be  made  at  Jennings,  entrymau's  last 
known  place  of  residence  in  this  State,  and  after  due  diligence  personal 
service  can  not  be  had  withiu  this  State  where  the  tract  of  land  is  sit- 
uated." Johnson  at  the  same  time  deposited  the  fees  required  of  con- 
testants. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  and  set  for  September  2, 1886,  and  a  notice 
issued  bearing  date  July  19, 1886.  This  notice  was  subsequently  (date 
not  shown)  returned  to  the  land  office  with  the  following  endorsement 
thereon : 

Richard  Walton  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  ooanty.    Don't  reside  on  said  land. 

A.  D.   BicFARLAIN, 

Deputy  Sheriff. 

Afterwards  by  virtue  of  a  commission  issued  by  the  local  officers  on 
July  26, 1886,  the  statements  of  two  witnesses  were  taken  and  forwarded 
to  the  local  office,  and  filed  there  August  9.  No  further  steps  seem  ever 
to  have  been  taken  in  the  matter  of  this  contest.  Pending  these  pro- 
ceedings the  attorney  for  the  contestant  called  the  attention  of  a  special 
agent  of  the  government  to  the  condition  of  this  entry  and  afterwards 
accompanied  him  to  the  land.  This  attorney  states  in  an  affidavit  sub- 
sequently filed  that  believing  that  his  client  would,  in  the  event  of  the 
cancellation  of  said  entry  as  a  result  of  the  investigation  by  the  special 
agent,  be  entitled,  under  the  rulings  of  your  office  in  a  letter  of  Decem- 
ber 5,-1885,  to  James  W.  Cone,  Kirkwood,  Dakota  (12  0.  L.  O.  238),  to 
a  preference  right  of  entry,  left  the  contest  in  abe3^ance  pending  such 
investigation.  The  local  officers  it  seems  took  no  further  steps  in  the 
contest  upon  the  theory  as  expressed  in  the  receiver's  letter  of  April  5, 
1889,  '^  that  the  action  of  the  government,  through  special  agent  Wag- 
gaman  was  paramount  to  the  contest  of  an  individual "  and  advised  the 
contestant  not  to  prosecute  his  claim  further. 

Under  date  of  November  5, 1886,  special  agent  Waggaman  made  his 
report  upon  said  entry  showing  the  land  to  be  entirely  abandoned  and 
that  Walton  had  never  resided  upon  it.  Your  office  on  February  2, 
1887,  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  and  directed  that  the  entryman  be 
notified  thereof  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  circular  of  July 
31, 1885  (4  L.  D.,  503). 

There  is  nothing  in  the  papers  now  before  me  to  show  that  such  no- 
tice was  ever  given.  On  February  25, 1889,  Walton's  entry  was  finally 
canceled  by  your  office. 

On  March  2, 1889,  Cowan  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said 
land  which  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  on  the  ground 
that  Johnson  was  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry. 

On  March  7,  1889,  the  local  officers  gave  notice  of  the  canceJlation  of 
Walton's  entry  to  Johnson  who  on  March  26th  applied  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  said  land.  Cowan  having  in  the  meantime  appealed 
from  the  rejection  of  his  application,  all  the  papers  were  transmitted  to 
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yoar  office  where  it  was  held  that  Johnson  was  not  entitled  to  a  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry  and  the  local  officers  were  directed  to  accept  Cowan's 
application. 

While  it  is  trne  that  one  by  simply  famishing  to  the  government 
information  upon  which  an  entry  is  subsequently  canceled,  does  not 
thereby  become  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry,  yet  it  is  equally 
.  trne  that  one  who  has  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  and  paid  or  deposited  the 
fees  as  required  by  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  can  not  be  deprived  of  the 
benefits  conferred  by  that  act  by  the  institution  on  behalf  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  an  investigation  of  such  entry. 

Johnson  has  evidently' acted  in  entire  good  faith  throughout  this 
transaction,  and  he  should  not  be  made  to  suffer  by  reason  of  the 
erroneous  advice  of  the  local  officers,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
such  advice  was  fully  justified  by  the  instructions  of  your  office  con- 
tained in  the  letter  referred  to. 

If  it  appears  from  the  records  of  your  office  or  those  of  the  local  office 
that  notice  of  the  action  of  your  office  holding  Walton's  entry  for  can- 
cellation was  duly  given  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  governing 
such  matters,  then  it  would  seem  unnecessary  to  interfere  with  the 
order  of  cancellation  heretofore  made,  but  Johnson's  application  should 
be  allowed.  If  no  notice  ever  issued  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  circular  of  July  31, 1885,  then  the  cancellation  heretofore  made 
should  be  set  aside  and  the  case  should  be  returned  to  the  local  office 
with  instructions  to  allow  Johnson  to  proceed  with  his  contest  after 
securing  service  upon  the  entryman  by  publication  or  otherwise,  as  may 
be  necessary. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  in  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRT-EMPLOyA  OF  THE  L.OCAL  OFFICE. 

United  States  v.  Bose. 

A  homestead  entry  made  by  one  who  has  accepted  an  appointment  in  the  local  offioe, 
but  has  not  yet  entered  upon  the  dnties  of  the  position,  is  in  violation  of  the 
spirit  of  the  law  which  prohibits  employes  of  the  land  office  from  becoming 
interested  in  the  purchase  of  any  of  the  public  lands. 

One  who  enters  land  knowing  that  his  official  employment  will  prevent  his  residence 
thereon,  cannot  plead  such  employment  as  an  excuse  for  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law  in  the  matter  of  residence. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  September  12, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  United  States  v.  David  E.  Bose  on 
appeal  by  the  latter  from  yonr  decision  of  May  13, 1889,  rejecting  his 
final  proof  on  homestead  entry,  commnted  to  cash  entry,  for  the  NW. 
i  Sec.  21,  T.  125  N.,  B.  65  W.,  Aberdeen,  Soath  Dakota,  land  district. 
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The  record  shows  that :  he  made  homestead  entry  for  this  tract  on 
November  29, 1882,  and  on  March  Ist,  1884,  made  commutation  final 
proof  which  was  accepted  by  the  register  and  receiver  he  paying  $200 
and  taking  receipt  thereibr.  January  22, 1885,  your  office  rejected  said 
proof  for  non-compliance  with  law  in  regard  to  residence.  March  2nd, 
following  he  filed  his^  affidavit  and  application  for  a  review  and  a 
reversal  of  said  decision  and  on  the  9th  of  said  month  your  office  found 
that — '^  the  reason  for  rejecting  his  final  proof  no  longer  exists,"  and  said, 
'*my  letter  of  January  22, 1885,  is  modified  accordingly.  You  will  notify 
the  claimant  of  the  fact,  and  that  his  entry  will  be  approved  for  patent." 

On  November  3rd,  1885,  Special  Agent  Augustus  High  was  directed 
by  your  office  to  investigate  this  entry  and  to  report  to  your  office, 
which  he  did  on  the  23rd  of  same  month,  giving  in  detail  the  facts  in 
the  case  but  making  no  recommendation.  This  report  was  accompanied 
by  a  statement  from  Eose  which  was  made  a  part  thereof.  Upon  re- 
ceiving this,  your  office  on  March  17, 1886,  held  the  entry  for  cancella- 
tion subject  to  appeal  or  a  hearing  if  Bose  should  apply  for  a  hearing 
within  sixty  days. 

On  June  8th,  Kose,  by  his  attorney  W.  J.  Johnson  appealed  from 
said  decision,  and  on  September  3rd,  1886,  he  made  application  to  the 
Secretary  for  a  certification  of  the  papers  to  this  Department  and  on 
the  15th  of  said  month  your  office  was  directed  to  transmit  the  papers 
to  this  Department,  which  was  accordingly  done  and  on  February  15, 
1887,  the  same  came  on  for  consideration  and  the  Secretary  thereupon 
ordered  that  a  hearing  be  had  ^^to  the  end  that  a  thorough  investiga- 
tion may  be  had  as  to  all  the  facts  connected  with  the  case  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end  and  especially  whether  said  Bose  was  not  under 
engagement  to  enter  the  public  service  before  he  made  entry  for  the 
land  in  question."  In  pursuance  of  this  direction  a  hearing  was  ordered 
before  the  local  office  at  Aberdeen  to  be  held  on  December  1st,  1887, 
and  on  said  day  the  same  was  continued  to  April  23, 1888.  Special 
Agent  John  W.  Daniel  was  directed  to  appear  on  behalf  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  on  the  adjourned  day  of  hearing  he  appeared  and  sub- 
mitted the  original  proof  and  the  statement  of  claimant  and  there  being 
no  further  testimony  offered,  the  local  officers  found  that  the  govern- 
ment has  failed  to  make  out  a  case,  and  recommended  that  the  entry 
remain  intact. 

On  May  13, 1889,  the  entire  matter  came  before  you  for  consideration 
and  you  find  that  the  entryman  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the 
matter  of  residence  and  you  find  that  his  good  faith,  by  reason  of  wrong 
advice  from  the  local  officers  saves  his  entry  from  forfeiture,  and  yon 
therefore  follow  the  Thomas  Nash  case  (5  L.  D.,  608),  and  reject  the  final 
proof  now  under  consideration  and  allow  him  upon  proper  compliance 
with  law,  especially  in  the  matter  of  residence  to  submit  new  proof  dur- 
ing the  life  of  his  homestead  entry. 

From  this  decision  he  appealed. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  consists  principally  of  the  statements  of 
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the  claimant  and  bis  witnesses.  On  June  16,  1886,  he  in  an  aflSdavit 
made  in  Michigan  says :  <'I  am  a  resident  of  Qrand  Haven,  Michigan, 
and  have  resided  here  since  1861 ;  less  two  years  and  six  months  during 
which  time  I  lived  at  or  near  Aberdeen,  Dakota." 

He  says  he  went  to  Dakota  in  August,  1882,  to  select  some  land,  the 
land  office  being  temporarily  closed  he  went  home.  In  November  Beg- 
ister  Duncombe  wrote  him  soliciting  him  to  accept  a  position  as  clerk 
in  his  office,  which  position  he  accepted  and  went  to  Aberdeen  Novem- 
ber 26, 1882.  On  the  29th  of  November,  on  advice  of  Duncombe  he 
entered  the  NW.  |-21-125-65-  as  his  homestead.    He  says : 

^^  He  (Duncombe)  advised  me  that  inasmuch  as  I  was  to  be  employed 
in  the  U.  S.  land  office  the  requirement  as  tx)  residence  upon  my  land 
would  not  be  required  of  me."  On  December  1st,  following  he  entered 
upon  his  duties  as  clerk  in  the  land  office,  and  remained  until  May  1st, 
1883,  when  he  resigned.  During  the  summer  he  built  a  small  house  on 
the  land,  had  some  breaking  done  and  cultivated  some  of  the  land. 
He  put  some  household  furniture  in  the  house  and  slept  there  a  few 
nights  but  never  established  his  residence  on  the  land,  but  went  back 
to  Michigan  and  stayed  some  time,  when  he  returned  and  stayed  at 
Aberdeen,  until  September  12, 1883,  when  he  was  re-appointed  as  clerk 
in  the  land  office  and  remained  until  March  23, 1885.  He  had  a  wife 
and  four  children  residing  in  Michigan — they  never  lived  in  Dakota. 
He  occasionally  visited  the  land  while  in  Aberdeen  and  had  some 
thirty  acres  cropped  each  year — he  voted  once  or  twice  in  the  precinct 
in  which  the  land  is  situate. 

This  case  isf  as  to  the  question  of  residence  somewhat  similar  to  that 
of  Henry  W.  Lord  (IL  L.  D.,  18),  who,  it  was  found  made  his  settle- 
ment in  anticipation  of  his  appointment  as  register.  In  the  decision 
it  was  said : 

If  the  settlement  is  made,  as  in  this  case,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  seonrlng  the 
land  as  a  gratuity,  withont  fulfilling  the  oonsideration  of  residence  required  by 
statute,  and  knowing  at  the  time  that  the  duties  of  the  office  would  prevent  the 
maintenance  of  residence  on  the  land,  such  settlement  is  not  honafide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  or  of  the  character  contemplated  by  it. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  claimant  went  to  Dakota  from  Michigan,  leav- 
ing his  family  at  his  home  in  the  latter  State,  to  accept  the  office  of 
clerk  in  a  land  office.  He  knew  he  could  not  make  a  homestead  entry, 
being  an  employ^  in  the  land  office,  so  he  evaded  the  strict  letter  of 
the  law  by  making  entry,  first,  and  then,  entering  upon  the  duties  of 
the  office  to  which  he  had  been  appointed.  He  knew  he  could  not,  and 
did  not  intend  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  residence,  his 
family  were  in  Michigan  and  intended  to  remain,  and  in  fact  have  re- 
mained there  during  all  the  time,  never  living  in  Dakota. 

The  entry  is  clearly  in  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the  law  which  pro- 
hibits employees  of  the  land  office  from  becoming  interested  in  the 
purchase  of  any  of  the  public  lands. 

Herbert  McMicken  et  al.j  10  L.  D.,  97. 
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For  this  reason  it  is  my  judgment  that  the  case  of  Thomas  Nash,  5 
L.  D.,  608,  has  no  bearing  on  the  case  at  bar. 

The  final  proof  is  rejected  and  the  entry  must  be  canceled.  Your 
decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


BEPATMENT— MORTO  AGEE  ^ASSIGNEE. 

Alonzo  W.  Graves. 

A  mortgagee,  whose  claim  U  merely  a  lien  on  tlie  laud,  is  not  an  assignee  of  the  en- 

tryman,  and  as  such  entitled  to  repayment. 

» 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Septefnber  13, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Alonzo  W.  Graves  from  your  office 
decision  of  May  31, 1889,  refusing  the  return  of  the  purchase  money  to 
him  as  the  mortgagee  of  Joseph  A.  Patten,  who  made  cash  entry  No. 
13,661,  commuted  from  homestead  entry  No.  1285,  Mitchell  land  office, 
Dakota. 

It  appears  that  final  receipt  for  t200  was  issued  to  patten  on  Febru- 
ary 28,  1885,  in  payment  for  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  103  K,  E.  65  W., 
Mitchell,  Dakota,  land  office,  and  that  on  February  20,  1885,  Patten 
executed  a  mortgage  on  said  land  in  favor  of  Graves  for  the  sum  of 
1325.50. 

It  is  alleged  that  this  money  was  used  by  Patten  in  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  of  the  land.  It  nowhere  appears,  however,  when  the 
debt  became  due,  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given.  Patten's  entry 
was  canceled  upon  his  relinquishment,  and  subsequently  Oraves  applied, 
as  mortgagee  of  Patten,  for  the  purchase  money  of  the  tract. 

Section  2362  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  as  follows : — 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  aathorized,  npon  proof  being  made  to  his  satisfac- 
tion that  any  tract  of  land  has  been  erroneously  sold  by  the  United  States,  so  that 
from  any  canse  the  sale  can  not  be  con  Brined,  to  repay  to  the  parchaser  or  his  legal 
representatives  or  assigns  the  snm  of  money  which  was  paid  therefor,  ont  of  any 
money  in  the  treasary,  not  otherwise  appropriated. 

'*  Assignees  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  now  under  consideration 
are  purchasers  who  purchase  the  land  after  entry  and  take  assignments 
of  the  title  under  such  entry.  "  General  Circular,  approved  March  1, 
1884,  p.  39. 

It  is  well  settled  in  this  Department  that  the  giving  of  a  mortgage  to 
secure  the  purchase  money  for  government  land  is  not  a  sale  of  the 
land ;  nor  is  it  an  agreement  or  contract  by  which  the  title  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  another.  Larson  t;.Weisbecker,  1 L.  D.,  409 ;  Young  t?. Arnold, 
5  L.  D.,  701 ;  William  H.  Bay,  6  L.  D.,  340 ;  Mudgett  v.  Dubuque  & 
Sioux  City  Kailrqad  Company,  8  L.  D.,  243. 

The  Dakota  Code  of  1883  (Vol.  2,  Sec.  1722,)  defines  a  mortgage  as 
follows : 
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<^  Mortgage  is  a  contract  by  which  specific  property  is  hypothecated 
for  the  performance  of  an  act  without  the  necessity  of  a  change  of  posses- 
sion." 

The  code  farther  provides,  that  to  entitle  any  party  to  make  foreclos- 
ure, '<  it  shall  be  requisite  that  some  default  in  a  condition  of  such  mort- 
gage shall  have  accrued,  by  which  the  power  to  sell  has  become  opera- 
tive."   Sec.  698,  Vol.  1. 

Section  607  provides,  that  the  property  sold  may  be  redeemed  within 
one  year  from  the  day  of  sale,  and  section  609  provides  that  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  officer  making  such  sale  to  complete  the  same  by  exe- 
cuting a  deed  of  the  premises  so  sold  to  the  original  purchaser,  ^^  if 
such  mortgaged  premises  be  not  redeemed." 

So,  that  a  mortgage  in  Dakota,  prior  to  a  decree  and  sale  of  the  land 
thereunder,  is  not  an  assignee  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

In  this  case,  it  appearing  that  Graves  was  only  a  mortgagee,  his 
mortgage  being  merely  a  lien  on  the  land  to  secure  a  debt,  he  is  not 
in  any  sense  an  assignee  of  the  purchaser,  and  therefore  his  applica- 
tion for  repayment  was  properly  refused. 

Your  said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RESIDENCE— TENANT— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Hall  v.  Levy. 

One  who  is  residing  on  land  as  the  tenant  of  another  may,  on  the  termination  of 
snch  relation,  acquire  a  valid  settlement  right  to  said  laud  by  remaining  tbereon, 
oultivatiug-and  improving  the  same,  with  the  intent  to  make  it  a  permanent 
home. 

Settlement  on  land  covered  by  an  entry  confers  no  right  as  against  the  record  entry- 
man,  but  as  between  subsequent  claimants  the  settlement  first  in  time  is  entitled 
to  the  highest  consideration  on  cancellation  of  the  existing  entry. 

Residence  is  not  acquired  or  maintained  by  occasional  visits  to  the  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  16, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  John  W.  Hall  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  dated  January  30, 1889,  in  the  case  of  said  Hall  v.  Louis 
Levy,  approving  the  latter's  final  commutation  proof  for  lots  1  and  2  and 
the  8.  i  NE.  i  Sec.  6,T.  37  N.,  B.  3  W.,  Lewiston  land  district,  Idaho,  and 
holding  for  cancellation  Hall's  preemption  declaratory  statement  for 
the  said  tract. 

August  23, 1882,  one  Stephen  A.  Moon,  made  timber  culture  entry 
for  said  tract,  and  on  October  6, 1885,  his  entry  was  canceled  for  re- 
linquishment and  Lizzie  Levy  made  her  entry  for  the  tract  under  the 
timber  culture  law,  November  27, 1885,  her  entry  was  canceled  for  re- 
linquishment and  on  the  same  day  Louis  Levy  made  his  entry  for  the 
tract  under  the  homestead  law. 
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December  17, 1885,  John  W.  Hall,  made  application  to  file  his  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  tract  alleging  settlement  and 
residence  thereon  October  6,  1885;  his  application  was  rejected  and 
Hall  appealed. 

May  21, 1886,  your  office  directed  that  Hall's  declaratory  statement 
^'  should  be  received  because  of  his  alleged  residence  on  the  land,''  and 
on  Jane  17, 1886,  his  declaratory  statement  was  filed  in  the  local  office. 

January  20, 1887,  Levy  offered  final  commutation  proof,  and  on  the 
same  day  Hall  filed  a  prottsst  against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof. 

Hearing  was  ordered  and  had,  and  on  March  25, 1887,  the  local  offi- 
cers filed  dissenting  opinions  and  transmitted  the  case  to  your  office 
for  decision  thereon. 

Both  parties  appealed. 

January  30, 1889,  your  office  decided  in  favor  of  Levy's  entry,  and  held 
Hall's  declaratory  statement  for  cancellation,  whereupon  Hall  appealed. 

The  evidence  adduced  shows  that  during  the  last  week  in  September 
1883,  Stephen  A.  Moon,  rented  the  tract  in  dispute  to  John  W.  Hall  for 
the  term  of  one  year,  with  the  agreed  understanding  that  Hall  was  to 
prepare  and  crop  all  of  the  previously  broken  land,  and  as  compensa- 
tion for  so  doing  he  was  to  have  two  thirds  of  all  such  crop,  and  the 
use  of  a  dwelling  house  on  the  premises;  and  Moon  was  to  receive  as 
rental  one-third  of  the  grain. 

Shortly  afterwards  Moon  further  agreed  that  if  Hall  broke  any  new 
land  he  was  to  hav«  the  right  to  raise  two  crops  on  such  new  breaking 
as  compensation  for  his  labor. 

September  1884,  Moon  again  rented  the  premises  to  Hall  on  the  same 
conditions  for  another  year,  and  the  second  lease  expired  in  September 
1885,  except  as  to  the  use  of  about  twelve  acres  of  the  new  breaking 
from  which  Hall  had  not  raised  a  second  crop.  During  said  i)eriod 
Moon  permitted  Hall  to  erect  certain  out  buildings  and  fences  on  the 
land  at  Hall's  expense,  with  the  right  in  Hall  to  remove  the  same  when- 
ever he  quit  the  premises.  Moon  frequently  tried  to  sell  the  tract  to 
Hall,  but  wanted  as  payment  for  his  relinquishment  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
which  amount  Hall  thought  was  too  much,  besides  he  had  not  the  money 
and  declined  to  buy. 

Hall  testified  that  during  the  last  week  in  September  1885  Mr.  A. 
Levy,  a  merchant  of  Oenesee,  and  father  of  Louis  Levy,  came  to  his 
house  and  told  him  that  he 

Had  now  had  got  Moon  to  agree  to  let  him  (Levy)  have  the  impTovements  on  this 
timber  cnltore  entry,  as  settling  the  debt  between  him  and  Moon  and  now  says  he 
.  .  .  .  yon  have  been  wanting  this  place  for  a  home,  and  now  is  yonr  time.  Will 
yon  take  these  improvements  off  my  hands  T  I  have  jewed  him  down  $600.  On  what 
conditions,  Mr.  Levy,  I  says,  will  yon  let  me  have  them  T  For  fourteen  haodred 
doUars,  he  says,  at  ten  per  cent,  and  ail  the  time  you  want.  Says  I,  I  will  take  them. 
What  security  will  yon  give  me,  he  says.  I  told  him  I  would  give  him  a  mortgage 
on  my  two  wagons  and  two  teams.  He  says,  all  right,  the  place  is  yours.  Though 
one  more  thing,  what  right  will  yon  nse  on  this  land  at  Moon's  relinquishment  f  I 
replied,  my  pre-emption  right.     One  thing,  he  says,  do  yon  know  when  yon  give  me 
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a  mortgage  on  this  property  you  cannot  selli  or  trade  or  dispose  of  it,  and  when  you 
prove  up  on  this  land  and  get  the  deed,  will  you  renew  the  mortgage  by  giving  me  a 
mortgage  on  it  f  I  says,  yes  sir,  I  will.  All  right,  all  right,  says  he,  the  place  is 
yours.  In  ten  days  frem  today  you,  Mr.  Moon  and  I  will  meet  in  Lewiston  and  fix 
this  matter  all  up. 

Hall  also  testified  that  Mr.  Levy  told  him  that  he  and  his  son  Louis 
had  rights  but  it  would  not  suit  either  one  of  them  to  use  it  on  this 
land,  and  that  he  wanted  some  one  to  take  it  off  his  hands. 

This  was  when  I  told  him  I  would  put  my  pre-emption  ou.  On  the  ninth  day  I  went 
to  Genesee  to  the  store  and  asked  him  if  everything  was  in  readiness  for  tomorrow 
concerning  the  trade  f  He  says,  no,  I  have  taken  that  place  in  myself.  He  did  not 
tell  me  his  daughter  Lizzie  had  a  timber  culture,  I  found  it  out  by  hearing  several 
saying  she  had. 

Hall  further  testified  that  he  was  a  widower  with  nine  children,  five 
of  whom  lived  with  him  on  the  land  continuously  since  September  1883; 
that  on  and  prior  to  October  6, 1885,  he  owned  and  had  on  the  land  the 
following  improvements,  viz  :  A  wagon  shed,  a  hog  corral,  a  granary, 
also  another  granary  partly  built,  with  material  on  the  land  to  finish  it, 
about  a  Quarter  of  a  mile  of  fencing — posts  and  rails — twenty-five  acres 
of  newly  broken  ground  and  about  twenty- two  acres  plowed ;  that  he 
occupied  Moon's  house  until  the  latter  part  of  December  1885,  when  he 
removed  into  a  new  house  which  he  had  built  on  the  land.  In  1886,  he 
raised  a  crop  of  barley  on  twenty-five  acres  and  a  crop  of  wheat  on 
twenty-two  acres,  besides  a  supply  of  garden  vegetables. 

Louis  Levy  testified  that  on  November  26, 1885,  he  purchased  from 
his  sister  the  improvements  on  the  tract,  and  procured  a  relinquishment 
of  her  entry  for  which  he  agreed  to  pay  her  $1500;  that  he  presented 
her  relinquishment  at  the  local  office  December  27th,  and  the  same  was 
filed  and  her  entry  canceled,  and  he  thereupon  made  his  homestead 
entry  for  the  land. 

December  3,  1885,  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Hall  and  told  him  that  I  would  like  to  have  pos- 
session of  my  house.  I  said  I  would'nt  push  him  toward  going  out,  that  I  would 
give  him  two  weeks  and  if  required  a  few  days  over.  I  would'nt  press  him.  He 
said  Louis,  I  am  to  have  the  use  of  twelve  acres  for  another  seasou,  that  is  all  the 
claim  I  have  against  that  land.  He  wanted  to  kuow  whether  I  would'nt  allow  him 
to  live  in  the  house  with  me.  In  reply  I  said  I  wanted  to  occupy  the  house  alone  and 
furthermore  I  told  him  that  I  didn't  want  to  see  him  lose  a  cent  and  that  I  would 
pay  for  the  use  of  what  he  claimed  that  he  had  of  this  twelve  acres.  On  or  about  the 
22d  or  23d  of  December  1885,  he  gave  up  possession  to  my  hoase,  peaceably,  after 

which  time  I  moved  in I  think  that  is  all  the  conversation 

I  had  with  him.    I  got  a  biU  of  sale  of  the  improvements.    (Bill  of  sale  offered  in 
evidence  marked  exhibit  "A".) 

On  his  cross  examination  Levy  testified  that  he  had  been  a  farmer  a 
little  over  six  months  and  a  half;  he  built  a  bam  hauled  hay,  straw 
and  grain,  and  helped  to  thresh ;  he  did  not  know  how  many  days  be 
was  occupied.  He  proved  up  on  a  pre-emption  claim,  and  owned  three 
hundred  and  twenty -five  acres  besides  the  pre-empted  tract }  that  when 
he  made  his  homestead  entry  he  incurred  a  debt  of  five  hundred  dollars, 
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and  not  having  any  means  to  pay  the  same,  or  make  improvements  on 
his  homestead,  he  continaed  in  the  employ  of  bis  father  as  a  clerk  in 
his  store,  as  well  as  assisting  him  in  his  duties  as  postmaster ;  he  did 
so  in  order  to  earn  money  to  pay  the  indebtedness  and  make  improve- 
ments on  the  homestead.  He  made  actaal  settlement  on  the  homestead 
in  the  latter  part  of  January  or  beginning  of  February  1886,  by  putting 
up  a  stove  and  bedstead  and  fixing  up  two  seats  and  making  a  table. 
From  the  date  of  his  settlement  up  to  July  14th  he  went  to  his  claim 
almost  every  Saturday  evening,  he  usually  remained  during  Sunday, 
returning  to  Oenesee  Sunday  evening. 

About  July  14, 1886,  he  quit  his  father's  employ  and  went  to  work 
on  his  homestead  and  resided  there  continuously  thereafter,  his  ab- 
sences not  exceeding  a  few  times,  and  then  only  on  business. 

QaestioD.  ''  What  improyements  have  you  placed  on  this  land  oinoe  Noyember  27, 
1885,  other  than  the  household  effects  you  placed  in  the  house  f  Answer. — A  small 
bami  a  chicken  house.  I  intended  to  improve  the  place  more,  bat  I  had  so  much 
money  invested  in  the  purchase  of  the  improvemente  that  I  concluded  before  making 
other  improvements  to  wait  until  the  final  decision. 

He  admitted  that  the  material  for  the  barn  was  already  on  the 
ground  at  the  time  he  purchased  the  improvements,  and  that  the  mate- 
rial used  in  the  construction  of  the  chicken  house  was  all  that  he  had 
taken  to  the  claim.  He  had  a  considerable  portion  of  the  homestead 
tract  prepared  and  cropped  by  one  Lewis  Clark  in  the  season  of  1886, 
and  a  short  time  before  this  hearing  he  purchased  a  wagon,  harrow  and 
plow  to  use  on  his  claim. 

On  his  redirect  examination  he  testified  that  owing  to  his  indebted- 
ness it  was  necessary  for  him  to  work  away  from  the  homestead ;  that 
he  had  no  team,  wagon  harness  or  farming  implements,  and  did  not 
wish  to  go  in  debt  for  them ;  that  Hall  built  his  house  on  the  tract  in  dis- 
pute about  December  22, 1883. 

On  his  re-cross  examination  he  admitted  that  he  paid  $2100  for  three 
quarter  sections  of  land  besides  the  amounts  he  paid  for  his  pre-empted 
tract  and  for  the  improvements  on  the  homestead ;  that  he  had  a  dwelling 
house  and  barn  on  his  pre-empted  land,  the  whole  tract  was  fenced, 
eighty-five  acres  were  under  cultivation;  and  the  premises  were  leased 
by  him  to  a  tenant. 

Hall  testified  in  rebuttal  that  he  denied  Louis  Levy's  right  to  pos- 
session December  3,  1885,  and  told  him  at  the  time  that  the  land  was 
in  his  HalFs  i>ossession,  and  he  thought  that  Levy  knew  it.  He  denied 
that  he  was  occupying  the  land  October  6,  1885,  as  Moon's  tenant. 

The  record  herein  shows  that  at  the  time  Levy's  father  called  upon 
Hall  and  agreed  to  sell  him  the  improvements  Moon  had  already  sold 
and  dispose  of  his  interests  in  said  improvements,  and  had  virtually 
disposed  of  his  interests  in  tbe  land ;  and  that  when  A.  Levy  agreed 
with  Hall  to  sell  him  the  improvements.  Hall's  tenancy  with  Moon  had 
in  fact  ceased,  and  Hall  with  the  best  of  good  faith  on  his  part  and 
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with  the  understanding  and  approval  of  A.  Levy,  and  believing  that 
the  improvements  as  well -as  the  lana  belonged  to  him  under  said  agree- 
ment, made  a  valid  legal  settlement  on  the  land  as  a  pre-emptor  by  con- 
tinuing to  reside  thereon,  cultivating  and  improving  the  land ;  intend- 
ing to  make  it  a  permanent  home.    Clark  v.  Martin  (11  L.  D.,  72). 

It  is  a  well  established  rule  that  as  between  a  settler  and  a  record 
entryman  no  superior  right  can  be  acquired ;  but  as  between  subsequent 
claimants  '^  the  settlement  first  made  in  point  of  time  is  entitled  to  the 
highest  consideration,"  as  soon  as  the  record  entryman's  claim  is  relin- 
quished.   Geer  v.  Farrington  (4  L.  D.,  410). 

As  Hall  offered  to  file  for  the  land  within  the  proper  time  after  Moon's 
relinquishment,  and  has  honestly  endeavored  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  since  the  date  of  his  settlement,  and  as  the  evidence 
shows  that  Levy  failed  to  establish  his  actual  residence  on  the  tract  in 
dispute  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  his  entry,  to  the  exclusion 
of  one  elsewhere,  Swain  v.  Gall  (9  L.  D.,  22) ;  Bedding  v.  Biley  (lb., 
523),  and  as  his  Sunday  visits  to  the  land  were  made  merely  to  keep  up 
the  fiction  of  residence  and  can  not  constitute  compliance  with  the  law, 
Henry  St  George  L.  Hopkins  (10  L.  D.,  472),  his  entry  should  be  can- 
celed and  Hall's  declaratory  statement  allowed  to  stand  intact,  subject 
to  future  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law.  The 
decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


SOLDIERS'  HOMESTEAD  DECLARATORY  STATEMENT. 

W.  H.  H.  Kellogg. 

If  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  is  illegal  because  filed  whil»  the  olaiinant  is  re- 
siding on  land  claimed  nnder  the  pre-emption  law,  saoh  illegality  may  be  con- 
sidered as  cared  by  snbseqnent  entry  under  such  filing,  after  the  submission  of 
pre-emption  final  proof,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  right. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  16, 1890. 

On  June  1, 1887,  W.  H.  H.  Kellogg  filed  declaratory  statement  for 
SW.  I,  Sec.  32,  T.  6  S.,  E.  63  W.  Denver,  Colorado,  and  made  proof 
and  cash  entry  for  the  same  on  January  12, 1888. 

Meanwhile  on  August  1,  1887,  he  filed  soldiers' declaratory  statement 
for  SE.  f ,  Sec.  31,  same  township  and  range. 

On  January  IG,  1888,  he  applied  to  make  homestead  entiy  for  said 
last  described  tract  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers.  On  appeal 
your  office  by  letter  of  June  23, 1888,  afi^med  that  action  on  the  ground 
that  when  claimant  filed  soldiers'  declaratorv  statement  ''he  was  not 
qualified  to  do  so  as  he  was  living  on  the  land  embraced  in  his  pre- 
emption filing,  it  being  a  well  recognized  ruling  that  a  pre-emption  and 
homestead  claim  cannot  be  held  by  the  same  party  at  the  same  time." 

Claimant  appealed. 
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In  the  case  of  Bobioaon  v.  Packard  (7  L.  D.,  225),  it  was  held  (sylla- 
bas),  that  ^*  If  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  is  illegal  because  filed 
when  the  claimant  is  I'esiding  on  a  tract  claimed  under  the  preemption 
law,  such  illegality  may  be  considered  as  cured  by  subsequent  entry 
under  such  filing,  after  the  submission  of  pre-emption  final  proof,  and  in 
absence  of  any  intervening  right." 

That  decision  seems  to  rule  the  case  at  bar,  as  there  is  no  adverse 
claim  presented  by  the  record. 

The  decision  f^ppealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  CONTEST— AGENT— PL  ANTING. 

Olsen  V,  Warford. 

The  dofanlt  of  tbe  entr^^man's  agent  in  performing  the  requisite  acts  in  compliance 

with  law  is  the  default  of  the  entryman. 
Sowing  tree  seeds  when  the  gronnd  is  frozen,  and  partly  covered  with  snow,  can  not 

be  accepted  as  compliance  with  law,  especially  where  it  appears  tliat  the  entry- 
-man  might  have  done  the  planting  seasonably  and  in  good  order. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  16, 1890. 

I  have  consfdered  the  appeal  of  Franklin  M.  Warford  from  your 
office  decision  of  February  5,  1889.  holding  for  cancellation  his  timber 
cnltnre  entry,  No.  6503,  made  March  9, 1882,  for  the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  28, 
T.  148,  R.  69  W.,  Fargo,  Dakota. 

On  March  15,  1886,  Hans  H.  Olsen  filed  his  contest  affidavit  against 

said  entry,  charging  failure  to  plant  five  acres  the  third  year,  and  also 

to  plant  five  acres  the  fourth  year  of  entry. 

Hearing  was  duly  had,  and  the  register  and  receiver  recommended 

the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  on  appeal  you  affirm  that  judgment. 

The  foots  are  substantially  set  forth  in  your  said  office  decision. 

The  fourth  year  of  the  entry  expired  March  9, 1886.  On  the  6th  and 
7th  days  of  March,  of  that  year,  four  bushels  of  seed  (box  elder)  were 
iln>pped  on  top  of  the  ground,  in  lines  eight  feet  apart,  crosswise  of  the 
plowing.  The  ground  was  then  frozen,  and  partly  covered  with  snow. 
Ten  acres  of  the  ground  were  thus  planted,  the  five  acres  planted  to 
seeds  the  third  year  having  produced  but  few  trees.  It  appears  that 
the  work  of  planting  the  seeds  was  en  trusted  to  an  agent,  who  permitted 
the  planting  season  to  pass  without  doing  the  necessary  work ;  and  when 
he  did  plant  or  sow  the  seeds,  it  was  confessedly  done  at  the  particular 
time  to  avoid  running  beyond  the  limit  of  the  fourth  year,  during  which 
the  law  required  the  planting  to  be  done.  His  default  is  that  of  his 
principal. 

The  government  looks  to  the  entryman  only,  and  if  the  requirements  of  the  law 
are  not  complied  with,  the  entry  must  be  canceled,  though  such  uou-complianct} 
may  be  through  the  eutryman^a  agout.    Pauford  v,  JCUawortb,  10  L.  D.,  341. 

2497--VOL  11-^^ — ^19 
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Sowing  seeds  on  the  frozen  ground,  partly  covered  with  snow,  can  not 
be  regarded  as  a  compliance  with  law,  especially  when  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  entryman  coold  have  put  the  seeds  or  cuttings  in  the 
ground  in  good  order,  and  at  a  seasonable  time. 

It  may  be  possible  that  the  entryman  acted  in  good  faith,  but  it  does 
not  seem  probable  or  reasonable,  especially  so  in  the  face  of  the  con- 
curring opinions  of  the  local  and  your  office.  Under  such  circumstances, 
I  do  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing  your  judgment,  hence,  it  must  be 
found  that  the  charge  that  the  entryman  failed  to  plant  to  seeds  or  cut- 
tings five  acres  the  fourth  year  of  entry  is  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
and  your  said  office  decision  cancelling  the  entry  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


pre-emption  entby-compliance  with  law  after  entry. 

Arthur  H.  Lupfer. 

If  the  pre-emptor  bus  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  settlement  and 
residence  prior  to  entry  snch  default  can  not  be  cured  by  acts  performed  sabse- 
qnently.  Acts  performed  after  entry  are  only  considered  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining the  good  faith  of  the  claimant  during  the  period  covered  by  his  final 
proof. 

An  entry  made  without  the  prerequisite  acts  in  compliance  with  law  is  illegal ;  the 
pre-emptor  exhausts  his  right  thereby,  and  cannot  make  a  second  entry  on  new 
proof,  though  it  may  show  compliance  with  law  after  the  period  covered  by  the 
first  entry. 

The  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law  as  to  settlement,  cultivation,  residence,  and 
improvement  are  applicable  to  lands  formerly  embraced  in  the  Fort  Lamed  mili- 
tary reservation  and  restored  to  entry  by  the  act  of  August  4, 1882. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Ojflcej  September  16, 1890. 

Arthar  H.  Lupfer  filed  his  declaratory  statement  November  17, 1883, 
for  lots  9, 10,  and  11,  N.  J  of  NE.  J,  NB.  i  of  N  W.  J,  Sea  7,  T.  22  &,  R 
17  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Lamed  Kansas,  alleging  settlement  November  14, 
and  submitted  final  proof  therefor  October  25,  1884*  Payment  and 
cash  entry  were  not  made  for  said  tract  until  March  2, 1885,  when  he 
filed  an  affidavit,  stating  that  at  the  date  of  making  final  proof  he  was 
unable  to  raise  the  money  to  pay  for  the  lands;  that  he  has  not  been 
able  to  procure  it  until  the  present  time,  and  that  his  residence  upon 
the  tract  had  been  continuous  up  to  that  date.  In  his  final  proof  he 
stated  that  his  residence  upon  the  tract  had  been  continuous  from  the 
date  he  first  made  settlement  in  December,  1883.  • 

The  final  proof  also  showed  that  the  improvements  consisted  of  a  sod 
house,  eight  by  ten  feet,  a  well,  about  three  or  four  acres  of  breaking, 
some  sorghum  planted,  and  that  the  land  was  used  principally  for 
grazing. 

The  entry  was  held  for  canceUatiou  April  13,  1885,  upom  tb^  jrcport 
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of  a  si)eoial  agent,  and  firom  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing,  h^ 
Deeember  24, 1886,  it  was  shown  that  the  improvements  on  the  land  at 
date  of  final  proof  consisted  of  a  small  dng-ont,  abont  seven  by  nine, 
in  which  claimant  pnt  a  narrow  bed,  bedding,  stove,  coffee  pot,  and 
some  dishes ;  he  also  had  a  well,  and  plowed  some  ground  which  was 
planted  in  sorghum.  In  the  winter  of  1883  and  1884,  the  claimant 
taught  school,  in  a  school  house  situated  abont  two  and  a  half  miles 
firom  the  dug-out  on  his  claim,  but  from  December,  1883,  until  about 
September  23, 1886,  he  lived  with  his  father,  and  for  the  period  covered 
by  his  final  proof  it  is  shown  from  his  own  testimony  that  he  only  vis- 
ited the  claim  about  once  in  thirty  days.  He  stated  that  he  first  estab- 
lished residence  December  3, 1883,  and  was  again  on  the  land  the  nights 
of  December  14,  and  15.  In  response  to  the  question :  ''About  how  long 
after  that  was  it  that  yon  stayed  there  again  f  "  he  answered,  ''I  do  not 
know.  I  made  it  a  point  to  be  there  at  least  once  in  every  thirty  days. 
Some  months  I  was  there  more  and  others  I  was  not  I  candidly 
thought  a  single  man's  continuous  residence  permitted  him  more  free- 
dom than  a  married  man."  He  states  that  he  can  not  recall  the  fact 
that  he  ever  stayed  on  the  land  more  than  two  nights  in  succession 
prior  to  MSftrch,  1885. 

The  testimony  offered  by  the  government  shows  that  for  the  time 
covered  by  claimant's  final  proof  there  were  no  indications  of  any  one 
residing  on  the  tract,  and  one  of  his  witnesses  testified  that  claimant 
cultivated  some  wheat  on  his  father's  land  not  far  from  the  tract  in  dis- 
pute. But  it  is  also  shown  by  the  testimony  that  during  the  year  1886 
daimant;  made  substantial  improvements  on  the  land,  and  commenced 
to  reside  thereon  with  his  fiimily,  having  married  in  1884,  and  has  since 
September  23, 1886,  maintained  a  continuous  residence  thereon.  The 
daimant  says  that  the  last  improvements  were  commenced  in  the  spring 
of  1886,  while  some  of  his  witnesses  state  that  they  were  commenced  in 
the  Ml,  but  ttiere  seems  to  be  no  controversy  about  the  fact  that  his 
continuous  residence  on  the  tract  did  not  commence  until  Septoml>er, 
1886.  One  of  his  own  witnesses  testified  that  claimant  did  not  estab- 
lish actual  residence  on  the  tract  until  the  last  of  September,  1886.  This 
was  eighteen  months  after  the  final  proof  and  seventeen  months  after 
his  entry  had  been  held  for  cancellation  upon  the  report  of  a  special 
agent  that  he  had  never  made  an  actual  residence  on  the  claim. 

The  hearing  had  December  24, 1886,  was  ordered  upon  the  applica- 
.^on  of  claimant,  and 'from  the  testimony  taken  at  said  hearing;  the 
local  officers  decided  that  under  the  law  the  entry  was  illegal,  and  must 
be  held  for  cancellation ;  but,  in  view  of  his  now  being  an  actual  settler 
on  the  land)  they  recommended  that  he  be  allowed  to  make  new  proof 
and  entry. 

Before  your  office  took  action  upon  this  decision,  Lupfer  submitted 
BOW  final  proof,  made  November  2, 1888,  showing  that  he  had  made 
aabstantial  improvemento  upon  the  tract,  and  had  resided  tbcrcoo  with 
bis  family  continuously  from  September  23, 1886, 
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Iq  considering  tbe  testimony  taken  at  said  hearing  of  December  24, 
1886,  your  office  held  that  Lnpfer  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  as  to 
residence,  and  that  his  proof  was  false,  and  showed  that  he  did  not  act 
in  good  faith.  His  entry  was  therefore  held  for  cancellation.  J<'rom 
this  decision  he  appealed. 

It  is  clear  from  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  that,  at  the  date 
of  claimant's  entry,  on  March  2, 1885,  he  had  not  complied  with  the  law 
as  to  residence,  and  it  was  shown  that  he  never  established  an  actoal 
bona  fide  residence  on  the  tract,  or  showed  any  reason  for  failure  to  do 
so.  Daring  the  period  covered  by  his  entry  he  was  for  most  of  the  time 
a  single  man,  teaching  school  near  the  tract,  and  yet  resided  daring  all 
that  period  with  his  father,  aboat  a  mile  and  a  half  from  his  claim,  nj>on 
whose  land  he  was  farming,  and  making  occasional  visits  to  the  tract 
of  aboat  once  in  every  thirty  days,  acting  as  he  states  upon  the  theory 
that  a  single  man  was  not  required  to  stay  upon  his  claim.  Tet  he  mar- 
ried in  1884,  and  seems  to  have  made  no  efibrt  to  improve  the  tract  and 
move  his  family  thereon,  until  September  23, 1886,  eighteen  mouths 
after  making  entry,  and  when  his  entry  had  been  held  for  cancellation, 
because  of  his  failure  to  establish  a  residence  thereon. 

If  a  claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  law,  by  malting  a  bona 
fide  settlement  and  residing  thereon,  prior  to  entry,  that  default  can  not 
be  cured  by  an  attempt  to  subsequently  comply  with  the  law  by  estab- 
lishing residence,  and  while  the  Department  will  always  consider  the 
subsequent  acts  and  conduct  of  the  entryman,  they  can  only  be  con- 
sidered for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question  of  his  good  faith, 
as  to  hisact^  and  intention  during  the  period  covered  by  his  entry. 

In  this  case  the  record  fails  to  show  that  his  residence  upon  the  tract, 
established  and  maintained  subsequent  to  entry,  was  tbe  continnatioQ 
of  a  purpose  honestly  begun  with  his  entry,  but,  on  the  contrary,  shows 
that  he  was  evidently  moved  to  it  by  the  action  of  the  land  office  in 
canceling  his  entry,  by  reason  of  his  failure  to  establish  residence  on 
the  tract  prior  to  entry.  In  his  tinal  proof  he  states,  without  qualifica- 
tion, that  his  residence  was  continuous  upon  the  tract  from  Deceniber, 
1883,  when  he  claimed  to  have  made  his  settlement,  up  to  March  2, 1885, 
the  date  of  his  entry;  and  yet  the  proof  taken  at  the  hearing  shows 
that  this  residence  consisted  of  periodical  visits  to  the  land  once  a 
month ;  that  he  was  teaching  school  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  tract, 
and  during  this  whole  period  was  residing  with  his  father. 

The  preemption  entry  of  Lupfer  was  illegal,  and  he  having  thereby 
exhausted  his  right  under  the  pre-emption  law,  a  second  pre-emption 
entry  can  not  be  made  under  the  new  proof,  although  it  may  show  that 
he  has  continuously  resided  on  the  land  in  good  faith  since  September 
23,  1880. 

It  ia  also  claimed  by  Lupfer  in  his  appeal  that  the  decision  is  not  sus- 
tained by  the  law  governing  the  disposition  of  the  lands  embraced  in 
the  Fort  Larned  military  reservation,  of  which  the  tract  in  controversy 
is  a  part.  '       '  -  *  -  •  .  • 
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The  act  of  August  4,  1882  (22  Stat.,  217),  restored  tlie  lands  within 
Bnid  reservation  to  the  public  domain,  and  provided  that  said  lands  shall 
be  surveyed  and  appraised,  and  after  such  appraisal,  which  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  <Uhe  land  shall  be  sold  to 
actual  settlers  only,  at  the  appraised  price,  and  as  nearly  as  may  be 
in  conformity  to  the  provisions  of  the  preemption  laws  of  the  United 
States." 

The  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  laws  as  to  settlement,  cultivation, 
residence  and  improvement  are  applicable  to  lands  restored  to  the  public 
domain  by  the  act  aforesaid,  and  the  en  try  man  must  show  full  compli- 
ance with  the  preemption  law  in  that  respect  to  entitle  him  to  the  laud. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


AFFIDAVIT  OP  CONTEST— ADDITIONS  THERETO  BT  ATTORNEY. 

Petticrew  V.  McDonald. 

« 

An  affidavit  of  contest  ^d  not  iu validated  by  the  attorney  of  the  contestant  adding 
thereto,  at  the  request  of  the  contestant,  letters  and  fi^nres  that  do  not  enlarge 
or  modify  the  charge,  but  merely  show  matters  of  official  record  which  it  is  the 
dnty  of  tlie  local  office  to  embody  in  the  notice  issued. 

The  practice  of  attorneys  making  additions  to  affidavits  of  contest  that  have  passed 
from  the  control  and  inspection  of  affiants,  is  discountenanced  by  the  Depart- 
ment, and  should  not  be  allowed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Office,  September  16,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Frauk  Petticrew  from  your  decision 
of  Msirch  28,  1887,  dismissing  his  contest  against  the  timber  culture 
entry  of  Donald  McDonaUl,  for  the  8E  J  of  Sec.  3,  T.  102,  B.  67  W., 
Mitchell,  South  Dakota. 

Said  entry  was  made  March  4,  1882. 

On  April  9,  188G,  tlie  contestant,  Petticrew,  filed  an  affidavit  (sworn 
to  April  8th)  alleging  that  the  claimant  had  wholly  abandoned  said 
tract,  that  he  had  failed  to  plant  the  second  five  acres  the  fourth  year 
after  entry,  that  he  had  failed  to  replant  the  first  five  acres  after  the 
failure  of  the  first  planting  to  grow,  that  the  claimant  had  used  the 
entire  ten  acres  for  agricultural  purposes  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
growing  trees,  and  that  said  failure  still  existed,  and  that  there  were 
no  trees  growing  at  date  of  said  affidavit,  l^otice  issued  and  hearing 
was  set  for  June  7, 1886,  and  on  the  morning  of  said  day  the  contestant 
appeared  in  person  and  with  A.  6.  Hager,  attorney,  and  the  claimant 
appeared  by  Mr.  Hardesty  of  the  firm  of  Warren  and  Hardesty,  before 
the  register,  and  Hardesty  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  on  the  gi*ound 
that  the  affidavit  of  contest  ^<  was  sworn  to  in  blank  as  to  the  date  and 
number  of  entry  and  full  christian  name  of  the  contostee  and  said 
blanks  were  afterwards  filled  in  by  one  D.  A.  Mizener,  the  attorney 
for  said  contestant,  and  by  him  filed  in  the  said  land  office." 
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In  this  couiiection  it  is  proper  to  state  that  no  denial  is  made  of  the 
fact  that  said  Mizener  did  \?ritethe  letters  ''onald"  after  the  letter  D 
in  the  christian  name  of  the  claimant  also  the  letters  and  figures  **7788'^ 
and  "  4th  "  and  **  March." 

The  contestant  has  filed  an  affidavit  in  which  he  states  that  he  knew 
that  the  christian  name  of  the  claimant  commenced  with  the  letter  D 
but  he  did  not  know  whether  the  name  was* Donald  or  Daniel,  that  he 
knew  the  entry  was  made  in  the  year  1882  the  early  part  of  Pebniary 
or  March,  bat  did  not  know  the  day,  and  that  he  requested  W.  B.  Hna* 
sey  to  write  to  Mizener  and  request  him  to  insert  in  the  aflldavit  the 
proper  figures  and  words. 

At  the  time  Hardesty  filed  his  motion  to  dismiss,  Mr.  Hager,  who  ap- 
>)eared  for  the  contestant,  stated  that  notice  of  contest  with  the  return 
of  service  was  in  the  safe  of  Mr.  Mizener,  who  was  out  of  town,  but  who 
would  return  at  noon,  when  the  same  would  be  produced.  Without 
taking  action  on  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the  register  adjourned  the  case 
to  one  o'clock  and  at  12  o'clock,  left  the  city  on  a  leave  of  absence. 

At  one  o'clock  the  contestant  with  his  attorney  Mizener  and  the 
claimant  by  Mr.  Hardesty,  appeared  before  the  receiver  and  Mizener 
filed  an  affidavit  made  by  the  contestant  stating  in  substance  that  the 
notice  with  the  return  of  service  had  by  mistake  been  sent  to  W.  B. 
Hussey  at  White  Lake,  instead  of  to  the  land  office,  and  asked  a  con- 
tinuance to  the  next  day  in  order  to  obtain  the  same.  This  application 
was  granted. 

On  the  next  day,  June  8,  the  parties  appeared  before  the  receiver  and 
the  contestant  filed  an  affidavit  stating  in  substance,  that  the  notice 
had  been  served  on  the  claimant  at  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  by  James  F. 
Shauley,  city  marshal,  more  than  thirty  days  previously,  but  that  Shan- 
ley  did  not  swear  to  his  return  or  service  but  acknowledged  it  as  his 
voluntary  act  and  deed,  also  that  in  his  return  the  marshal  stated 
that  he  served  the  notice  on  D.  McDonald  instead  of  Donald  McDonald 
and  asked  that  thirty  days  be  allowed  in  order  to  obtain  the  correct 
proof  of  service.  Instead  of  granting  this  motion  the  receiver  issued  an 
order  dismissing  the  motion  filed  by  claimant's  counsel  June  7,  to  dis- 
miss the  contest,  and  allowed  forty  days  for  the  contestant  to  amend 
his  affidavit  of  contest  to  cover  the  defects  specified  in  the  motion  to 
dismiss  'Mn  accordance  with  Rule  15  of  the  Bules  of  Practice  the  return 
to  present  service  being  held  to  be  insufficient." 

So  far  as  the  record  shows  both  parties  appear  to  have  acquiesced  in 
this  order. 

On  his  return,  the  register  reviewed  the  case,  and  on  July  6, 1886, 
rendered  an  opinion  holding  that  the  affidavit  was  sufficient  and  that 
trial  should  have  taken  place  on  the  same. 

Owing  to  this  difiference  of  opinion  between  the  register  and  receiver 
no  further  action  was  taken  in  the  case,  but  by  letter  of  August  3, 1886, 
the  papers  were  transmitted  to  your  office.  Among  said  papers  is  the 
statement  or  opinion  of  the  receiver,  dated  August  2, 1886,  in  which  be 
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eharges  D.  A.  Mizener,  attorney,  for  contestant,  with  dishonorable  and 
unprofessional  condact,  alleging  that  he  abstracted  a  paper  from  the 
reoord  and  changed  the  same  etc. 

I  am  satisfied  from  the  evidence  before  me  that  this  charge  is  not  trne. 
That  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  paper  in  question  was  presented  to  the  re- 
ceiver for  his  inspection  and  was  retained  by  Mizener  to  be  sent  to  the 
officer  serving  the  notice  in-order  that  he  might  make  the  proper  return 
of  service,  and  when  this  was  done  the  document  was  filed  with  the 
other  papers  in  the  case. 

In  the  decision  above  referred  to  the  receiver  states  that  in  his  opinion 
the  action  of  Mr.  Hager  in  stating  that  the  notice  of  contest  was  locked 
up  in  the  safe  of  Mizener  was  an  ofEense  that  should  not  be  *^  condoned 
or  lightiy  passed  over." 

From  the  evidence  I  am  satisfied  that  Mr.  Hager  made  such  state- 
ment npoD  mistaken  information  given  by  those  whom  he  had  a  right 
t0  rely  upon  for  information,  and  that  he  had  no  intention  of  making  a 
a  misstatement.  In  &ct  under  date  of  April  11, 1887,  the  receiver  rec- 
ommended that  Hager  be  exonerated  from  the  charge  made. 

Oat  of  this  diflTerence  of  opinion  between  the  register  and  receiver 
and  the  charges  made  against  the  attorneys,  bitter  charges,  and  counter 
charges,  have  arisen,  of  official,  personal  and  professional  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  officers  named,  and  the  attorneys.  In  view  of  the 
fact,  however,  that  neither  the  then  register  nor  receiver  are  now  in 
office,  I  do  not  deem  it  essential  to  refer  to  this  feature  of  the  case  fur- 
ther than  I  have,  as  above. 

On  March  28, 1887,  yonr  office,  after  reciting  the  facts  in  the  case,  and 
without  further  investigation,  accepted,  as  true,  the  charges  made  by 
the  receiver  against  the  attorneys  Mizener  and  Hager,  and  summarily 
dismissed  the  contest. 

In  my  opinion  this  action  can  not  be  sustained  upon  the  ground  of 
either  reason  or  justice.  No  charge  of  bad  faith  or  misconduct,  is  made 
against  the  contestant,  and  even  admitting  that  the  attorneys  were 
guilty  of  misconduct,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  contestant,  acting  in 
good  faith  should  be  deprived  of  his  rights. 

The  question  now  arises,  was  the  affidavit  of  contest  filed  in  the  local 
office,  April  9, 1886,  sufficient  to  justify  the  issue  of  notice,  and  to  con- 
fer upon  the  local  officers  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  questions  at 
issue  f  It  must  be  so  held  unless  the  additions  made  by  the  attorney 
vitiated  and  annulled  said  affidavit,  as  the  charges  made  were  definite 
and  specific  and  justified  a  hearing. 

These  additions  were  made  at  the  written  request  of  the  party  who 
sent  the  affidavit  to  Mizener  to  file,  and  as  is  shown  by  the  subsequent 
affidavit  of  the  contestant  above  referred  to,  were  made  at  his  request. 
They  did  not  in  any  manner  enlarge  or  modify  the  charges  made,  and 
only  stated  matters  of  official  record  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  local 
officers  to  embody  in  the  notice  issued. 
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In  my  opinion  the  affidavit  was  snfficient  to  justify  tbo  issne  of  tlio 
notice  and  a  hearing.  The  record  shows  that  due  notice  was  served 
npon  the  claimant  more  than  thirty  days  prior  to  the  date  set  for  trial. 

Said  affidavit  is  herewith  returned  with  instructions  to  transmit  the 
same  to  the  local  office  with  directions  to  proceed  with  the  hearing, 
after  dne  notice  to  all  parties. 

This  case  brings  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  a  practice  which 
prevailed  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  among  attorneys  in  practice  be- 
fore the  local  officers,  viz :  that  of  inserting  in  affidavits  of  contest,  after 
the  same  have  been  sworn  to,  certain  facts  or  statements,  sach  as  the 
number  and  date  of  the  entry  and  sometimes  other  statements.  In  my 
opinion  this  is  bad  practice,  and  should  not  be  allowed. 

If  the  items  inserted  are  immaterial,  and  are  mere  facts  that  the  local 
officers  are  required  to  ascertain  from  their  records  and  embody  in  the 
notice,  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  they  should  appear  in  the 
affidavit.  If  what  is  inserted  is  material  to  the  charge,  no  one  has  any 
right  or  authority  to  make  such  additions  after  the  affidavit  has  been 
sworn  to  and  has  passed  from  the  control  and  inspection  of  the  party 
making  the  same.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  contestant  to  ascertain  all  the 
material  facts  necessary  to  base  the  complaint  upon,  before  the  same  is 
sworn  to. 


ARID  LANDS-CIRCULAR. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  D.  C,  September  6, 1890. 

Registers  and  Beceivers^  United  States  Land  Offices. 

Gentlemen  :  I  am  directed  by  the  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, by  letter  of  September  4,  ISOO,  to  call  your  attention  to  the  at- 
tached copy  of  that  portion  of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  August  30, 
1890,  which  repeals  so  much  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888  (25  Stat.,  526), 
as  withdraws  the  lands  in  the  arid  region  of  the  United  States  from 
entry,  occupation,  and  settlement,  with  the  exception  that  reservoir 
sites  heretofore  located  or  selected  shall  remain  segregated  and  re- 
served from  entry  or  settlement  until  otherwise  provided  by  law,  and 
reservoir  sites  hereafter  located  or  selected  on  public  lands  shall  in  like 
manner  be  reserved  from  the  date  of  the  location  or  selection.  The  cir- 
culars of  this  office  of  August  5, 1889,  9  L.  D.,  282,  and  August  9, 1890, 
11  L.  D.,  220,  are  hereby  rescinded. 

Entries  validated  by  this  act  will  be  acted  upon  in  regular  order,  and 
all  patents  issued  on  entries  made  subsequent  to  this  act  and  on  entries 
so  validated,  west  of  the  one  hundredth  meridian,  will  contain  a  clause 
reserving  the  right  of  way  for  ditches  and  canals  constructed  by  author- 
ity of  the  United  States. 

Your  particular  attention  is  called  to  that  portion  of  the  law  which 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  297 

restricts  tlie  acqairement  of  title  nnder  the  land  laws  to  three  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

Ton  will  reqnire  from  all  applicants  to  file  or  enter  under  any  of  the 
land  laws  of  the  United  States,  an  affidavit  showing  that  since  August 
30, 1890,  they  had  not  filed  upon  or  entered,  under  said  laws,  a  quan- 
tity of  land  which  would  make,  with  the  tracts  applied  for,  more  thaa 
three  hundred  and  twenty  acres.  Or,  provided  the  party  should  claim 
by  virtue  of  the  exception  as  to  settlers  prior  to  the  act  of  August  30, 
1890,  you  will  require  an  affidavit  establishing  the  fact. 

As  soon  as  practicable  a  blank  form  of  affidavit  will  be  furnished  you. 

Very  respectfully, 

Levtis  a.  Oboff, 

Commissioner. 

For  toxragraphic  aaryeys  in  varioas  portions  of  the  United  States,  three  hundred 
and  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  one-half  of  which  sum  shall  be  expended  west  of 
the  one  hundredth  meridian ;  and  so  much  of  the  act  of  October  second,  eighteen 
hundred  and  eij^htyeight,  entitled  ''An  act  making  appropriations  for  sundry  civil 
expenses  of  the  Qovernnicnt  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  eighty-nine,  ond  for  other  purposes/'  as  provides  for  the  withdrawal  of  the 
public  lands  from  entry,  occupation  and  settlement,  is  hereby  repealed,  and  all  entries 
made  or  claims  initiated  in  goo<l  faith  and  valid  but  for  said  act,  shall  be  recognized 
aud  may  be  perfected  in  the  same  manner  as  if  said  law  had  not  been  enacted,  except 
that  reservoir  sites  heretofore  located  or  selected  shall  remain  segregated  and  re- 
served from  entry  or  settlement  as  provided  by  said  act,  until  otherwise  provided  by 
law,  and  reservoir  sites  hereafter  located  or  selected  on  public  lands  shall  in  like  man- 
ner be  reserved  from  the  date  of  the  location  or  selection  thereof. 

No  person  who  shall,  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  enter  upon  any  of  the  public 
lands  with  a  view  to  occupation,  entry,  or  settlement  under  any  of  the  land  laws  shall 
be  permitted  to  acquire  title  to  ihore  than  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in  the  aggre- 
gate, nnder  all  of  said  laws,  but  this  limitation  shall  not  operate  to  curtail  the  right 
of  any  person  who  has  heretofore  made  entry  or  settlement  on  the  public  lands,  or 
whose  occupation,  entry,  or  settlement,  is  validated  by  this  act :  Provided,  That  in 
all  patents  for  lands  hereafter  taken  up  under  any  of  the  laud  laws  of  the  United 
States  or  oif  entries  or  claims  validated  by  this  act,  west  of  the  one  hundredth  merid- 
ian it  shall  1)0  expressed  that  there  is  reserved  from  the  lands  in  said  patent  described, 
a  right  of  way  thereon  for  ditches  or  canals  constructed  by  the  authority  of  the  United 
States. 


CIUCUr^AR-RKNDITION  OF  ACCOUNTS. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General.  Land  Office, 
Washington,  i>.  C,  September  12, 1890. 
To  Receivers  and  Disbursing  Agents. 

Gentlemen  :  The  circular  of  this  office  dated  Jane  10, 1890,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  rendition  of  accounts  by  receivers  and  disbursing  agents,  is 

hereby  revoked ;  and  from  and  after  this  date  the  acconnts  of  receivers 
and  disbursing  agents  will  be  rendered  quarterly  as  heretofore.    (See 

circular  ("M"  dated  December  4, 1889,  9  L.  D.,  655.) 

Yon  will  render  to  this  office  a  quarterly  account  of  detail  cash  sales 

on  Form  4-106,  and  condensed  quarterly  account  current  on  Form 

i-104,  and  recapitulation  of  cash  receipts,  Form  4-157,  and  quarterly 
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disbursing  accounts.  Form  4-103.  Tou  will  also  render  to  this  office  a 
monthly  account  current,  Form  4-105,  and  monthly  fee  statement, 
Form  4-119,  and  a  monthly  detailed  account  of  fees  received  for  reduc- 
ing testimony  to  writing.  Form  4r-146,  as  required  by  sections  11  and 
13  of  circular  <<  M,"  of  December  4,  1889.  The  instructions  contained 
in  sections  13,  14, 15, 16, 18, 19,  2b,  and  21  of  circular  <<  M "  dated 
December  4, 1889,  relative  to  the  preparation  and  transmission  to  this 
office  of  the  accounts,  will  be  observed  in  transmitting  the  above  named 
accounts.  All  other  abstracts  and  accounts  formerly  rendered  in  con- 
nection with  your  quarterly  returns,  viz :  Detailed  quarterly  state- 
ments of  original  and  final  homestead  and  original  and  final  timber 
culture  receipts  will  be  discontinued  from  and  after  the  date  of  this  cir- 
cular. 

Receivers  will  use  great  care  in  the  preparation  of  their  accounts. 
The  monthly  account  current.  Form  4-105,  is  practically  a  balance 
sheet,  and  receivers  should  balance  their  accounts  at  the  close  of  each 
month.  Any  moneys  on  hand  that  have  been  shipped  may  be  charged 
as  in  tranHtu.  It  is  hoped  that  receivers  and  disbursing  agents  will 
have  their  returns  in  such  a  condition  that  they  may  be  able  to  send 
them  to  this  office,  within  three  days  after  the  close  of  the  month,  th«t 
the  adjustment  of  their  accounts  may  not  be  delayed. 

Surveyors  General,  acting  as  disbursing  agents,  will  render  their 
^^  salaries,"  ^^  contingent  expenses,"  and  ^^  deposit  by  individual "  accounts 
to  this  office  quarterly  as  heretofore. 

Forms  4-103,  4-104,  4-106,  and  4-157,  of  receivers  acting  as  dtsbnrs- 
iug  agents,  toill  be  8ent  to  this  office  in  a  separate  paehige  wiik  a  special 
letter  of  transmierion.  Advances  to  disbursing  agents  will  be  made  as 
heretofore. 

Beceivers  and  disbursing  agents  will  prepare  and  forward  to  this  office 
at  the  close  of  the  quarter  ending  September  30, 1890,  new  acooants  as 
required  above,  for  the  entire  quarter. 

Monthly  accounts  (Forms  4-103,  4-104,  4-106,  and  4-157),  heretofore 
forwarded  to  this  office  by  yon  for  the  months  of  July  and  August,  will 
be  destroyed  by  this  office  upon  receipt  of  your  quarterly  returns. 

This  change  is  made  to  conform  to  ^'  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  sundry  civil  expenses  of  the  government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1891,  and  for  other  purposes,"  which  provides  as  follows: 

That  hereafter  all  Aisbursiog  officers  of  the  United  States  eh  all  render  their  acconnts 
quarterly,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall  render  his  aocoonts  as  heretofore ; 
bat  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  direct  any  or  all  such  accounts  to  be  rendered 
more  frequently  when  in  his  Judgment  the  pnblic  interests  may  require. 

Please  acknowledge  receipt  of  this  circular. 
BespectfuUy, 

Lewis  A.  Gbovf, 
Approved  September  16, 1890,  Oommiasioner. 

Oeo*  Ohandleb, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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FINAL  PBOOF  PROCEEDINGS-EQUITABLE  ADJUBICATION. 

Milton  B.  DbBhono. 

An  entry  allowed  od  final  proof  ia  which  the  testimony  of  the  witneases  is  taken  he- 
foro  an  officer  not  authorized  by  statute  to  take  snch  proof,  may  be  referred  to 
the  board  of  equitable  acUudication,  if  the  proof  is  otherwise  regular  and  shows 
due  compliance  with  law. 

Fir9t  AsrisUmt  Seoretary  Chandler  to  the  Commiseianer  of  the  General 

Land  Officej  September  16, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Milton  B.  DeShong  from  year  de- 
cision of  September  1, 1888,  suspending  his  final  certificate  and  direct- 
ing that  new  advertisement  and  new  proof  be  made  on  his  homestead 
entry  for  the  N  W.  i  Sec.  16  T.  128  K.,  B.  58  W.,Watertown,  Sonth  Da- 
kota land  district. 

The  entry  was  made  November  23, 1883,  and  final  proof  submitted 
Kovember  20, 1884. 

His  proof  shows  that  he  made  settlement  and  residence  July  6, 1883, 
and  maintained  continaons  residence  daring  one  year  four  months  and 
fourteen  days,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  credit  for  military  service  for 
three  years  and  nine  months  as  you  state.  His  improvements  are  en- 
tirely satisfactory.  The  final  proof  was  made  before  the  officer  desig- 
nated by  the  register,  and  at  the  time  and  place  advertised,  and  the 
same  was  accepted  by  the  local  officers.  Tour  office  rejected  it  because 
it  was  not  properly  taken.  It  appears  that  the  testimony  of  the  two 
corroborating  witnesses  was  taken  before  a  notary  public,  the  claimant 
having  appeared  in  i>erson  before  the  register  and  receiver.  It  was  the 
fault  of  the  register  that  the  testimony  of  the  corroborating  witnesses 
was  taken  before  an  officer  not  designated  by  law  as  an  officer  before 
whom  final  proof  could  be  made.  In  the  case  of  Sylvester  Gardner  (8 
L.  D.,  483),  a  similar  mistake  was  made, — that  case  cerme  before  the 
Department  as  this  case  has,  and  it  was  there  held,  that  as  the  final 
proof  showed  a  compliance  with  the  law,  and  had  been  taken  at  the 
time  and  place  and  before  the  officer  nametl  in  the  advertisement,  and 
the  local  officers  having  accepted  the  same,  and  there  being  no  indica- 
tions of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  new  proof  should  not  be 
required,  but  the  entry  should  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication  for  consideration. 

The  proof  in  the  case  at  bar  fulfills  all  the  above  conditions  and  will 
be  referred  in  like  manner. 

Your  decision  is  reversed. 
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PUACrnCK- APPEAL-TIMBER  CULTURE  ENTRY. 

Farbis  V.  Mitchell. 

Id  the  absence  of  au  appeal  a  decision  of  the  local  office  is  final  as  to  the  facts,  and 

will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  Commissioner  except  under  the  provisions  of  rule  48 

of  practice. 
The  occupancy  and  possession  of  land  by  one  who  asserts  no  record  claim  thereto 

within  the  period  provided  by  law  does  not  exclude  such  land  from  entry  under 

the  timber  culture  law. 
The  case  of  Bender  v.  Voss  cited  and  di8tinf;:ui8hed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Cluindler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  September  16, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  M.  Farris  v.  John  D.  Mitchell,  as 
presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  the  decision  of  your  office 
holding  for  cancellation  his  timber  cnltare  entry,  No.  142,  of  the  S.  i  of 
the  NB.  J,  the  NW.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  and  the  SB.  i  of  the  N W.  i  of  Sec. 
20,  T.  20  S.,  B.  35B.,  Lakeview,  Oregon,  made  May  23, 1884. 

The  record  shows  that  said  Farris  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry  on  Jnly  16, 1886,  alleging  that  said  tract  was  not  devoid  of 
timber  at  the  date  of  said  entry,  and  contained  at  the  date  of  said  affi- 
davit more  than  ten  acres  of  timber ;  that  said  Mitchell  had  not  broken 
five  acres  on  said  land,  as  required  by  law,  and  that  he  did  not  make 
said  entry  in  good  faith. 

A  hearing  was  duly  had  before  th.)  local  office,  on  October  11, 1886, 
both  parties  appearing  in  person  and  were  represented  by  coansel. 

From  the  testimony  submitted  the  local  officers  found,  that  said  tract 
was  devoid  of  timber ;  that  the  claimant  had  cultivated  the  land  as  re- 
quired by  law,  and  that  said  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 

On  appeal,  your  office  found  from  the  testimony  that  one  Courtwright 
had  settled  upon  said  tract  prior  to  the  date  of  said  entry,  and  erected 
a  house  thereon,  twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  in  which  he  was  living  at  the 
date  of  said  entry ;  that  after  Mitchell  made  said  entry,  said  Farris  on 
December  7,  1885,  purchased  Gourtwright's  improvements,  and  offered 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  said  tract,  which  being  rejected  by  the 
local  office,  the  contestant,  on  July  16,  1886,  instituted  said  contest,  as 
aforesaid.  Your  office  also  found  that  said  land  was  devoid  of  timber, 
nnder  the  rulings  of  the  Department  then  in  force,  that  the  claimant 
had  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  timber  culture  law  as  to 
breaking  and  cultivation,  but  that  it  appearing  from  the  admission  of 
Mitchell  that  said  tract  was  in  the  occupancy  and  possession  of  Court- 
wright at  the  date  of  said  entry,  the  land  was  not  subject  to  timber  cult- 
nre  entry,  upon  the  authority  of  Bender  v,  Voss,  2  L.  D,,  269 ;  that  Far- 
ris having  failed  to  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local  office  rejecting 
his  homestead  application,  he  had  waived  his  rights  thereunder  and 
must  stand  upon  his  rights  as  a  contestant. 
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The  appellant  insists  that  yoar  office  erred,  t(l)  in  finding  that  the 
contestant  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office  on  NoTember 
19, 1886,  or  at  any  other  time;  (2)  in  reversing  the  decision  of  the  local 
office,  in  the  absence  of  bad  faith  apparent  in  the  record;  (3)  in  decid- 
ing the  case  upon  points  not  raised  in  the  record ;  (4)  in  not  construing 
said  admission  of  Mitchell  to  be  in  harmony  with  the  preponderance  of 
the  testimony;  and  (5)  in  not  confirming  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers. 

The  record  shows  that  yonr  office  and  the  local  office  were  correct  in 
finding  that  said  tract  was  devoid  of  timber,  and  that  said  Mitchell 
had  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  timber  culture  law,  as  to 
breaking  stnd  cultivation.  It,  however,  fails  to  show  any  proof  of  serv- 
ice of  the  so-called  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office,  filed 
November  19, 1880,  as  required  by  Rule  of  Practice  No.  46  (4  L.  D.,  42). 
But,  in  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  decision  of  the  local  office  becomes 
final  only  as  to  the  facts,  and  will  be  disturbed  by  your  office  only  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Rule  of  Practice  No.  48  (idem.,  42 
and  43).  It  would,  therefore,  be  the  duty  of  your  office  to  hold  said 
entry  for  cancellation,  if  the  record  showed  that  the  same  was  illegal 

But  it  fails  to  show  that  said  entry  was  illegal. 

The  occupancy  of  the  tract  by  Gourtwright,  who  had  failed  to  file  for 
or  enter  said  land  in  due  time  after  settlement,  rendered  the  land  sub- 
ject to  the  entry  of  any  other  qualified  claimant. 

I  am  aware  that  the  Department  used  the  expression,  in  Bender  t;. 
Yoss  (supra)j  that  ^'  timber  culture  entries  should  be  made  ui>on  vacant, 
unimproved  land,  not  upon  cultivated  laud  covered  by  the  valuable 
improvements  of  another  and  in  the  possession  of  another,"  citing  as 
authority  for  said  statement  Sbadduck  v.  Horner  (6  0.  L.  O.,  113).  In 
the  latter  case  the  decision  was  based  upon  the  authority  of  the  supreme 
court  in  Atherton  v.  Fowler  (6  Otto,  513),  and  the  Department  found 
that  Bhadduck  did  not  make  his  timber  culture  entry  in  good  faith,  and 
Homer  had  valuable  improvements  on  the  tract,  which  he  claimed  as 
his  home.  In  both  of  said  cases  the  timber  culture  entries  were  con- 
tested by  claimants,  who  woi*e  in  possession  of  the  tracts,  with  valuable 
improvements  thereon,  and  occupied  the  same  as  their  homes,  while  in 
the  ca^e  at  bar  the  contestant  is  claiming  rights  by  reason  of  the  pur- 
chase of  improvements  of  a  prior  occupant,  after  said  entry,  and  who 
had  failed  to  assert  a  claim  of  record  in  due  time  prior  to  said  entry. 

The  occupancy  of  land  by  a  pre  emptor,  either  with  or  without  a  fil. 
ing,  does  not  segregate  the  land.  The  entryman's  right  is  subject  to 
the  claim  of  the  prior  pre-emptor.  If  he  fails  to  file  or  prove  up,  for 
the  land  in  due  time,  the  subsequent  cntryman  has  the  better  right 
thereto.  This  has  been  the  uniform  ruling  of  the  Department  for  a 
long  time,  and  applies  to  timber  culture  entries  as  well  as  homestead. 

In  Lunney  v.  Darnell  (2  L.  D.,  593),  the  Department  expressly  ruled 
that  ^  pre:emptor  who  fails  to  make  final  proof  within  due  time  loses 
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bis  right  to  do  so,  after  a  valid  adverse  timber  culture  claim  has  at- 
tached. See  also  Hunt  v.  Lavin  (3  L.  D.,  499) ;  Tun  O.  Simle  (o  L.  D.^ 
173). 

In  Moss  V.  Quincey  (7  L.  D.,  373),  it  was  held  that,  although  land  had 
been  broken,  yet,  if  it  were  devoid  of  timber,  it  could  be  entered  under 
the  timber  culture  act 

So  in  Mayfleld  v.  Lee  (8  L«  D.,  461),  Secretary  Noble  decided  that  a 
timber  culture  entry,  held  for  caucellation  on  account  of  conflict  with 
the  prior  settlement  right  of  another,  might  be  allowed  to  remain  intact 
on  the  subsequent  abandonment  of  the  settlement  claim. 

In  Waller  v.  Djkvis  (9  L.  D..,  202),  it  is  decided  that  a  settlement  and 
filing  are  no  bar  to  a  timber  culture  ent<ry  of  the  land,  but  operated 
only  as  a  notice  of  the  pre-emptor's  claim  and  preference  right  of  par- 
chase,  citing  and  distinguishing  said  cases  of  Shadduck  v.  Horner  and 
Bender  v.  Yoss,  and  held  that  properly  considered  they  were  not  in 
conflict  with  the  correct  rule  as  laid  down  by  your  office  in  the  case  of 
John  A.  Adamson  (3  L.  D.,  152),  namely,  that — 

If  there  is  a  prior  claim  of  record  to  the  land  applied  for  of  a  nature  not  to  be  a  bar 
to  an  entry,  and  a  timber  oaltare  entry  is  made  of  that  land,  the  en  try  man  takes  his 
risk  of  final  a^Jodication.  •  ....  If  he  makes  entry  of  a  tract  of  land  upon 
which  some  other  person  is  living  and  has  improvements,  although  not  having  a  clui  in 
of  record,  the  fact  of  such  occupation  and  improvement  is  notice,  and  the  entry  is 
made  at  the  same  risk  as  in  case  of  a  claim  of  record. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  clear  that  the  land  in  question  was  subject 
to  et^xj  at  the  date  thereof,  that  the  entryman  haa  oompUed  with  the 
requirements  of  the  timber  culture  law  (20  Stat.,  113),  and»  wmt  said 
alleged  pre-emptor  failed  to  file  for  or  make  proof  in  support  of  any 
claim  which  he  could  have  asserted  to  said  tract,  and  has  sold  out  to 
the  contestant  and  abandoned  the  land,  it  is  apparent  that  said  entry  is 
erroneously  b^ld  for  caucellation. 

The  decision  of  your  office  must  be  and  it  is  hereby  I'eversed. 


OSAGB  IiANI>-IlESn>EXCB. 

Deemeb  v.  Tilton. 

The  requirement  of  showing  a  continuous  residence  of  six  months  prior  to  final  proof, 
is  not  applied  with  the  same  rigor  to  a  settler  on  Osage  land  as  to  a  pre-emptor 
of  other  land,  but  the  settlement,  residence,  and  other  acts  of  said  settler  mast 
be  such  as  to  clearly  show  an  intention  of  making  the  land  his  home. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  OJiandler  to  the  Oammissumer  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  September  17, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  Deemer  v.  Oarrie  H.  Tilton  on 
appeal  of  the  latter  from  your  office  decision  of  March  2, 1889. 

The  record  shows  that  on  February  16, 1885,  Oarrie  H.  Tilton  made 
Osage  declaratory  statemeiit  ^o^  1039  for  the  QE.  |  of  Sea  4^  T.  37  S^ 
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B.  23  W.y  Garden  Oity,  Kansas,  claiming  settlement  December  5, 
188i. 

Jaly  lly  1886,  John  Deemer  filed  on  the  same  tract  alleging  settlement 
June  20  of  the  same  year. 

October  19, 1885,  TiltoD  offered  her  final  proof  before  the  clerk  of  the 
district  coort  at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  when  Deemer  appeared  and  pro- 
tested against  the  allowance  of  the  same,  claiming  that  she  had  not 
complied  with  the  law  as  to  residence  and  improvements  and  at  the  same 
time  asserting  his  own  right  to  the  land. 

After  the  defendant  had  submitted  her  proof,  plaintiff  Deemer  was 
allowed  to  cross-examine  her  and  the  subscribing  witnesses,  and  to  offer 
testimony  impeaching  her  residence  and  good  faith.  Evidence  in  re- 
buttal of  that  so  offered  by  Deemer  was  introduced  by  the  defendant. 

April  13, 18S7,  Deemer  submitted  his  final  proof  for  the  same  tract  be- 
fore the  register  and  receiver  of  the  land  office  atOarden  City,  Kansas. 

March  31,  1887,  the  register  and  receiver'recommendedthe  allowance 
of  Tilton's  proof,  finding  that  ^'  she  was  an  actual  settler  on  the  tract  in 
dispute  at  the  time  of  making  final  proof.^  Deemer  appealed,  and  on 
examination  of  the  record  your  office  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers  and  held  the  filing  of  Tilton  for  cancellation,  and  she  now  ap- 
peals  to  this  Department 

The  cTidence  submitted  wiUi  tiie  appml  waiiauts  the deenwief  ywiK 
office.  The  house  in  which  Tilton  claimed  to  have  resided  until  tiiree 
days  before  offering  final  proof,  was  a  sod  house  and  never  habitable, 
the  evidence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  showing  that  all  through  the  sum- 
mer the  floor  was  covered  with  water  a  "  foot  deep''  and  the  defendant 
herself  admits  that  the  water  came  in  <^  naturally  "  when  the  rain  was 
from  the  north,  and  while  she  testifies  to  staying  in  it  a  few  days  and 
nights  during  each  month  of  the  summer  prior  to  her  making  proof  in 
October,  1885,  it  clearly  appears  that  her  actual  residence  during  all 
that  time  was  with  her  sons  on  an  adjoining  claim,  and  that  she  resorted 
to  her  sod  house  only  as  a  pretense  of  residence.  October  16, 1885,  she 
moved  a  fhkme  house  from  her  sons'  claim  to  the  tract  in  question,  which 
is  the  house  described  in  her  final  proof.  Her  cultivation  of  the  land 
was  on  a  par  with  her  residence.  She  planted  about  four  acres  of  sor- 
ghum in  a  pasture  to  which  her  own  and  other  cattle  had  free  access, 
and  in  consequence  the  crop  was  entirely  destroyed. 

Counsel  for  defendant  insist  that  she  is  entitled  to  the  land  because 
under  the  act  of  May  28, 1880  (21  Stats.,  143),  in  relation  to  the  pur- 
chase of  Osage  lands  as  construed  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
Woodbury  et  al  (5  L.  D.,  303)  ^^  the  only  prerequisite  to  an  entry  of 
those  lands  is  that  the  purchaser  shall  be  an  actual  settler  on  the  lands 
at  the  date  of  entry,  with  the  qualifications  of  a  pre-emptor,"  that  under 
the  statute  as  construed,  by  said  case,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  pre- 
emptor  should  intend  to  use  the  land  for  purposes  of  a  home  or  resi- 
dence, but  that  the  settler  need  only  show  at  the  time  of  submitting 
final  proof  that  he  has  made  permanent  improvements  on  the  land 
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^'  coupled  with  an  intention  of  said  party  to  purchase  the  land  from  the 
government,  that  such  settlement  and  purchase  may  be  made  for  the 
purpose  of  a  home  or  for  the  purpose  of  selling  it  to  another  or  for  the 
purpose  of  using  itfor  cultivation  orsome  (meaning  any)  other  purpose." 

This  is  not  the  construction  placed  upon  the  act  by  this  Departments 
Since  the  rendition  of  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Woodbury 
{supra)  this  Department  has  in  several  cases  defined  '^  actual  settler" 
as  used  in  said  act  to  be  ^^  one  who  goes  upon  the  land  specified  by  said 
act  (Osage  lands)  with  the  intention  of  making  it  his  home  under  the 
settlement  laics J^  (United  States  v,  Atterbery  etal.  8  L.  D.,  173;  same 
case  on  review  10  L.  D.,  36 ;  United  States  v.  Jones,  10  L.  D.,  23; 
United  States  v.  Sweeney,  11  L.  D.,  216). 

While  the  settler  on  Osage  lands  is  not  held  to  the  same  rigor  as  a 
pre<emptor  of  other  land,  in  showing  continual  residence  for  six 
months  prior  to  proof,  yet  his  settlement,  residence  and  other  acts  must 
be  such  as  to  clearly  show  his  intention  of  making  the  land  his  home, 
and  a  pretended  or  colorable  residence,  as  in  this  case,  evidently  made 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  title  to  the  land,  will  not  satisfy  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law  as  construed  in  the  cases  above  cited. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  Deemer  shows  that  he  settled  upon  the 
tract  June  20,  1885,  erected  a  comfortable  frame  house  and  had  been 
living  there  and  cultivating  the  land  continuously  from  the  date  of  his 
settlement  to  the  time  of  offeriug  his  final  proof,  and  1  have  no  doubt 
from  the  evidence  that  his  settlement,  residence  and  cultivation  were 
made  in  good  faith  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  his  home  on  the 
claim. 

The  Osage  declaratory  statement  l^o.  1039  of  Carrie  H.  Tilton  is 
therefore  canceled,  and  Deemer  will  be  allowed  to  make  payment  for 
the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


BATLKOAD  GRANT-INDLAN  HOMESTEAD— ACT  OT  JUJ^Y  4.  1884. 

KoBTHEBN  Pacific  li.  B.  Co.  v.  TeQuda. 

The  ooonpancy  of  public  land  by  au  Indian  who  has  not  abandoned  the  tribal  rela- 
tion confers  no  homestead  right  nnder  the  act  of  July  4, 1884,  as  against  a  rail- 
road grant  that  becomes  effective  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  17,1890. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  appeals  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  November  18, 1886,  directing  the  allowance  of  the  application 
of  Peter  TeQuda  (an  Indian)  to  make  homestead  entry  for  lot  10,  Sec. 
1,  T.  20  N.,  R  5  E.,  Olympia  land  district,  in  the  State  (then  Territory) 
of  Washington. 
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The  tract  itk  qaestion  contains  38.10  acres,  and  is  within  the  primary 
limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  under  the  act  of  Jaly  2,  1864  (13 
Stats.,  365),  and  the  joint  resolation  of  May  31, 1870  (16  Stats.,  370),  as 
shown  by  the  map  of  general  route  of  the  branch  line  of  its  road,  filed 
August  20, 1873,  and  by  the  map  of  definite  location  of  said  branch 
line,  filed  March  26, 1884.  The  record  does  not  show  any  entry  or  filing 
therefor. 

On  March  31, 1886,  TeQuda  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract  under  the  act  of  July  4, 1884  (23  Stats.,  96),  and  submitted  in  sup* 
port  of  his  application  a  certificate  by  the  United  States  agent  for  the 
Muckleshoot  tribe  of  Indians  to  which  ap)>licant  belonged  (as  required 
by  departmental  circular  of  August  23, 1884,  3  L.  D.,  91),  showing  that 
he  is  an  Indian  of  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  the  head  of  a  family, 
and  not  the  subject  of  any  foreign  country;  also  his  own  affidavit,  stat- 
ing, among  other  things,  that  he  has  ''  improved  and  cultivated  six 
acres  of  said  tract  for  twenty-one  years  last  past." 

The  local  officers  notified  the  company  of  the  pendency  of  such  appli- 
cation, and  allowed  it  a  specified  time  within  which  to  appear  and  file 
objections  thereto. 

On  May  11, 1886,  the  company  appeared  by  its  attorneys  and  filed 
objections  to  the  allowance  of  the  entry,  whereupon  the  local  officers 
transmitted  all  the  papers  in  the  case  to  your  office  for  consideration. 

Upon  esiamination  of  the  papers,  your  office  held  that  ^<  the  affidavit 
of  TeQuda,  prima  facicj  shows  the  land  applied  for  to  be  excepted  from 
the  grant  to  said  company,"  and  directed  that  he  be  allowed  to  make 
entry  therefor.  It  was  further  stated  that  "the  company  will  be 
required  to  take  notice  of  his  published  intention  to  make  final  proof, 
and  if  it  has,  or  claims  to  have  any  right  thereto,  to  appear  and  assert 
the  same." 

It  is  provided  by  said  act  of  July  4, 1884 : 

That  such  Indians  as  may  now  be  located  on  public  lands,  of  utj  may,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  tbo  Interior,  or  otberwise,  hereaftDV  so  locate,  may  avail 
tbemselves  of  tbe  provisions  of  tbe  homestead  laws  as  fully  and  to  the  same  extent 
'  as  may  now  be  done  by  citizens  of  tbe  United  States. 

I  think  it  is  questionable  whether  the  applicant  has  shown  himself 
entitled  to  make  entry  under  the  provisions  of  said  act.  He  does  not 
in  express  terms  claim  to  be  ^^  located"  on  the  land,  but  simply  alleges 
improvement  and  cultivation  of  a  small  portion  thereof,  which  does  not 
necessarily  imply  that  he  is  ''  located"  thereon.  Aside  from  this  ques- 
tion, however,  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  your  office  that 
the  record  ^wa/acic  shows  the  land  to  have  been  excepted  from  the 
company's  grant.  The  maps  of  general  route  and  definite  location, 
respectively,  of  the  company's  road,  were  filed,  the  former  over  ten 
year's  and  the  latter  over  three  months  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act 
of  July  4, 1884.  The  company's  rights  finally  attached  on  definite  loca- 
tion, and  at  that  date  no  provision  had  been  made  by  which  an  Indian^ 
2497— ypL  11 20 
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still  retainiDg  his  tribal  relations,  coald  acquire  any  rights  to  the  pub- 
lic lands,  either  by  settling  thereon,  or  by  occupying  the  same  for  pur- 
poses of  cultivation.  It  is  true  that  by  departmental  regulation  of  Feb- 
ruary 11, 1870  (1 C.  L.  L.,  283),  and  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stats., 
420),  certain  homestead  privileges  were  extended  to  Indians.  These 
privileges  were  allowed,  however,  only  to  such  Indians  as  had  wholly 
dissolved,  or  abandoned,  their  tribal  relations,  of  which  fact  satisfac- 
tory proof  was  required.  The  Indian,  ToQuda,  had  not  abandoned 
his  tribal  relations,  but  still  retained  the  same  at  the  date  when  the 
company's  right  attached,  and  at  the  date  of  his  application.  He  can- 
not, therefore,  be  held  to  have  acquired  any  right  to  the  land  in  ques- 
tion as  against  the  company,  by  his  improvement  and  cultivation  of  a 
portion  thereof,  as  claimed.  Whether  such  long  continued  improve- 
ment and  cultivation,  if  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  would  serve 
to  except  the  land  f^om  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  need  not 
be  here  decided.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  this  opinion  to  state 
that  the  facts  alleged  by  TeQuda  do  not,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  con- 
stitute such  a  claim  to  the  land  as  served  to  except  it  from  the  grant, 
and  it  must  be  held,  therefore,  to  have  passed  to  the  company  there- 
under. 

Your  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  application  of 
TeQuda  will  be  rejected. 


PRACTICE-DEATH  OF  PARTY— NOTICK. 

Allphin  V.  Wade. 

Where  a  claimaDt  dies  daring  the  pendency  of  adverse  proceedings  in  the  iocai  office, 
snob  proceedings  should  be  disoontinned,  and  the  heirs  at  law  and  saccesson  in 
interest  of  the  decedent  daly  notified  of  their  right  to  appear  and  be  heard  in  the 
premises. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  17,  1890. 

The  record  iu  the  case  of  Hattie  Allphin  v.  John  H.  Wade  is  before 
me  on  appeal  of  the  latter,  and  shows  that  on  July  30, 1884,  said  Wade 
filed  an  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  4686  for  the  SW.  i  Sec.  2S,  T. 
28  S.,  B.  18  W.,  Larned,  Kansas,  alleging  settlement  May  27th  of  tilie 
same  year. 

September  2, 1884,  said  Allphin  also  filed  declaratory  statement  No. 
5154  for  the  same  land,  alleging  settlement  July  22d  of  the  same  year. 

Final  proof  was  offered  by  Wade  December  15, 1884,  and  by  Allphin 
March  5, 1885.  Each  claimant  protested  against  the  proof  of  the  other, 
and  after  several  continuances  and  other  dilatory  motions,  the  first  tes- 
timony was  taken  July  18, 1885,  when  the  hearing  was  continued  by 
consent  until  September  14,  same  year,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  depo- 
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BitioDS  and  sabmitting  other  oral  testimony.  On  said  date  the  case  was 
closed  without  additional  testimony,  for  the  reason  that  the  defendant 
Wade  failed  to  appear  with  his  witnesses.  Kovember  24th  1885,  the 
defendant  moved  to  re-open  the  case  which  motion,  as  shown  from  the 
report  of  the  register  and  receiver,  was  at  first  allowed  and  snbse- 
qaently  overruled,  and  on  August  15,  1886,  the  local  officers  decided  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  Allphin,  holding  that  her  settlement  was  prior  to 
that  of  Wade.  September  10, 1886,  he  filed  an  application  for  a  rehear- 
ing, which  was  granted,  and  after  several  motions  and  continuances  the 
rehearing  was  had  March  10,  and  11, 1887. 

The  evidence  discloses  that  prior  to  the  testimony  taken  March  10 
and  11, 1887,  on  the  re-opening  of  the  case,  to  wit,  September  17, 1886, 
Hattie  Allphin  died.  Further  proceedings  should  have  «been  discon- 
tinued on  her  death  and  her  heirs  at  law  and  successors  in  interest  no- 
tified to  appear  and  conduct  her  contest  to  a,  conclusion,  if  they  so  de- 
sired. 

This  was  not  done  and  so  all  proceedings  subsequent  to  her  death  are 
irregular  and  erroneous.  Amoldv.Hildreth  (6L.D.,779);  Bohrbough 
V.  Diggins  (9  L.  D.,  308). 

All  procedings  that  occurred  subsequent  to  September  17, 1886,  are 
hereby  set  aside  and  the  case  remanded  with  directions  to  the  register 
and  receiver  to  proceed  as  above  directed. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 


PRE-EMPTION— ACT  OF  FEBBUABY  2S,  1880— BESIBENCE-PBOTEST. 

Dayton  v.  Dayton. 

The  pre-emption  law,  in  the  States  admitted  into  the  Union  under  the  provisioDS  of 
tbe  act  of  Febraary  122,  XaUM),  is  not  repealed  by  section  17  of  said  act. 

An  absence  from  the  land,  occorring  after  settlement,  does  not  effect  the  right  of 
the  pre-emptor,  where  he  retams  to  the  land  prior  to  the  intervention  of  any  ad- 
vene  claim,  and  resides  thereon  in  due  compliance  with  the  rnles  and  regnla- 
tions. 

The  relhsal  of  the  Commissioner  to  order  a  hearing  on  a  protest  filed  against  final 
proof  will  not  be  disturbed,  where  such  action  does  not  amount  to  the  denial  of 
a  right. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tJie  General  Land  Office^ 

September  18, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Lyman  0.  Dayton  v.  James  B.  Dayton 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  March  21, 1890,  dismiss- 
ing his  protest  against  James  B.  Dayton's  final  pre-emption  proof  for 
the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  23  T.  12  J  K,  K.  64  W.,  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota  land 
district. 

This  tract  of  land  has  been  in  dispute  between  these  parties  for  a 
number  of  years,  the  validity  of  James  B.  Dayton's  timber  culture 
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entry  baving  been  finally  affirmed  by  departmental  decision  of  Aagast 
1,  18S9  (9  L.  D.J  193).  The  former  decisions  in  this  matter  are  to  be 
found  in  4  L.  D.^  263  and  7  L.  D.,  542. 

It  appears  now  that  after  the  decision  of  Aogast  1, 1889,  James  K. 
Dayton  on  October  5, 1889,  relinquished  his  rights  under  said  timber 
culture  entry  and  at  the  same  time  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  same  land  alleging  settlement  thereon  June  20, 1888.  He 
afterwards  gave  notice  that  he  would  on  November  19, 1889  submit 
final  proof  in  support  of  his  said  preemption  filing.  (5n  the  day  adver- 
tised the  pre-emptor  appeared  with  his  witnesses  and  presented  final 
proof.  On  the  same  day  Lyman  C.  Dayton  filed  a  protest  against  the 
acceptance  of  said  final  proof  upon  the  following  grounds : 

First :  Because  the  act  admittiDg  Sonth  Dakota  to  the  UnioD,  contains  clanses 
which  repeal  the  pre-emption  law  of  the  United  States  as  far  as  the  same  affects  the 
government  land  in  the  said  State  and  no  land  can  be  taken  under  the  provisions  of 
the  said  pre-emption  law  since  the  passage  of  the  said  act  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  when  the  pre-emption  proof  of  the  claimant  has  not  been  made. 

Second:  Because  the  said  pre-emption  is  speculative  on  the  part  of  said  J.  R. 
Dayton.  The  whole  of  said  tract  has  been  surveyed  into  blocks,  streets  and  alleys 
and  platted  by  the  said  James  R.  Dayton  for  the  purposes  of  sale,  and  not  for  a  farm 
and  home;  that  trees  have  been  planted  at  the  corners  of  each  block  and  upon  the 
line  of  the  streets  to  indicate  the  same  upon  the  whole  tract  and  it  is  claimed  that 
the  blocks  are  subdivided  into  lots. 

Third :  Because  after  the  filing  of  the  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  of  the 
said  J.  R.  Dayton  he  rented  his  house  to  Judge  Crofoot  until  about  May  1, 1889,  and 
went  to  Washington  D.  C.  while  his  wife  boarded  in  the  city  of  Aberdeen,  6.  D., 
away  from  the  said  tract. 

Fourth :  Because  the  said  tract  was  entered  under  the  timber  culture  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  city  limits  of  the  city  of  Aberdeen  South  Dakota  included  the 
east  eighty  acres  of  the  same;  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  withdraw  the  said 
limits  by  a  legislative  enactment  of  the  legislature  of  the  Territory  of  Dakota,  and 
by  a  resolution  of  the  city  council  of  the  city  of  Aberdeen,  S.  D.,  so  that  the  said  J  R. 
Dayton  could  make  entry  of  the  tract  uuder  the  pre-emption  law  ;  that  the  said  act 
of  the  Legislature  of  the  Territory  of  Dakota  and  the  resolution  of  the  said  city 
council  of  the  city  of  Aberdeen  were  each  invalid  and  void,  so  that  eighty  acres  of 
said  tract  are  within  the  city  limits  of  the  city  of  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota,  and  can 
not  be  entered  under  the  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Fifth :  Because  of  the  surrender  of  James  R.  Dayton  of  his  rights  under  the  timber 
culture  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  his  relinquishment  of  the  said  tract  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  the  rights  of  the  said  Lyman  C.  Dayton  attached  to 
the  said  tract  prior  to  the  pre-emption  rights  of  the  said  James  R.  Dayton  which 
were  subject  thereto. 

Sixth :  That  the  said  Lyman  C.  Dayton  has  a  homestead  right  which  he  can  nse 
upon  the  said  tract  and  enter  the  same  as  a  homestead  under  the- homestead  laws  of 
the  United  States. 

Seventh :  That  the  said  Lyman  C.  Dayton  asks  leave  to  file  a  homestead  applica- 
tion for  the  said  tract,  in  the  event  that  the  cancellation  of  his  entry  as  a  homestead 
of  tho  SE.  i  of  section  14,  Township  123  North  of  Range  64  West  in  Brown  County, 
Aberdeen  U.  S.  land  district  S.  D-,  is  not  set  aside. 

The  local  officers  after  considering  this  protest  held  that  there  was 
not  a  sufficient  showing  to  justify  them  in  ordering  a  hearing  and  that 
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James  R.  Dayton's  final  proof  ought  to  be  accepfeil.  Upon  appeal  that 
decision  was  affirmed  by  yon.  in  support  of  his  appeal  from  your  de- 
cision Lyman  G.  Dayton  reiterates  in  sabstance  the  statements  made 
in  the  protest  hereinbefore  quoted,  urges  that  it  was  error  in  your 
office  not  to  consider  the  matters  presented  by  the  second,  fourth  and 
fifth  paragraphs  of  said  protest,  and  asks  a  rnling  on  the  question  of 
law  stated  in  the  first  allegation. 

The  question  as  to  the  eftect  of  the  act  of  February  32, 1889  (25  Stat., 
681),  npon  the  pre-emption  law  was  heretofore  presented  to  this  De- 
partment and  referred  to  the  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  his  opin- 
ion. The  opinion  rendered  by  him  ( Asst.  Atty.  G^n's.  Op.,  book  D,  p. 
125,)  holding  that  said  act  did  not  repeal  the  pre-emption  law  as  to  those 
States  whose  admission  into  the  Union  was  in  said  act  provided  for, 
the  language  of  section  17  of  the  act  of  1889  being  held  to  refer  to  and 
effect  only  that  part  of  the  act  of  1841  making  a  grant  to  the  States  for 
purposes  of  internal  improvements,  was  adopted  by  this  Department 
and  transmitted  to  your  office  for  its  guidance.  A  further  examination 
of  the  subject  still  further  convinces  me  of  the  correctness  of  the  views 
then  adopted  and  expressed. 

The  allegation  that  this  land  had  been  laid  out  in  town  lots  was  made 
when  the  timber  culture  entry  of  James  B.  Dayton  was  under  con- 
sideration and  in  the  departmental  decision  of  l^ovember  28, 1885  (4  L. 
D.,  263),  it  was  directed  that  this  matter  among  others  should  be  in- 
quired into  at  the  hearing  therein  ordered.  As  a  result  of  that  investi- 
gation it  was  decided  that  the  allegation  had  not  been  sustained  (7  L. 
D.,  542). 

The  allegations  now  made  and  the  history  of  the  matter  as  set  forth 
in  the  reply  filed  to  James  B.  Dayton's  answer  to  the  appeal  herein  show 
that  reference  is  had  in  this  protest  to  the  same  transaction  and  alleged 
survey  as  was  investigated  by  express  instruction  from  this  Department 
when  James  B.  Dayton's  timber  culture  entry  was  under  consideration. 
No  such  new  facts  connected  with  the  alleged  survey  as  would  demand 
a  further  investigation  have  been  set  forth  or  alleged  to  exist.  Again 
this  transaction  occurred  some  time  prior  to  the  filing  by  James  B.  Day- 
ton of  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  or  the  date  of  his  settle* 
ment  as  alleged  therein  and  no  allegation  is  made  that  he  has  taken  any 
steps  or  action  since  that  settlement,  evincing  an  intention  to  make  use 
of  such  survey  or  platting,  if  they  had  been  made  as  alleged.  This 
charge  does  not  in  view  of  the  history  of  the  controversy  between  these 
parties  present  such  facts  as  demand  investigation. 

The  third  allegation  in  this  protest  does  not  present  any  fact  necessar- 
ily derogatory  to  the  preeniptor's  good  faith  and  in  fact  simply  sets  up  a 
fact  as  to  bis  absence  from  tlie  land  that  is  stated  in  the  final  proof.  The 
pre-emptor  had  not  filed  his  declaratory  statement  at  the  time  this  absence 
occurred  and  did  not  file  it  until  October  5,  after  his  return  to  the  land 
on  May  1, 1889.    While  in  his  declaratory  statement  he  alleges  settle- 
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inent  Jane  20, 1888,  yet  in  his  final  proof  he  admits  he  was  absent  from 
the  land  from  September  15, 1888,  until  May  1, 1889,  his  honse  daring 
that  time  being  occapied  by  a  tenant.  The  final  proof  however  shows 
the  continaoas  aetaal  presence  of  the  pre-emptor  upon  the  land  for  a 
period  of  more  than  six  months  next  preceding  the  date  of  said  proof, 
and  this  statement  is  not  denied  or  tranversed  by  the  protestant. 

I  mast  concur  with  you  that  his  return  to  the  land  prior  to  the  inter- 
vention of  any  adverse  claim  and  subsequent  actual,  continaoas  resi- 
dence thereon  for  a  period  exceeding  that  required  in  such  cases  by  the 
rules  and  regulations,  cured  the  default,  if  any  existed. 

It  is  difficult  to  determine  just  what  is  meant  by  the  fourth  ground  of 
protest.  The  fact  that  a  tract  of  land  was  once  embraced  in  a  timber 
culture  entry,  would  not  prevent  its  appropriation  under  the  pre-emption 
law  after  such  entry  had  been  canceled.  Ko  application  for  this  tract 
under  the  townsite  law  has  been  presented,  nor  is  it  alleged  to  have 
been  occupied  for  the  purposes  of  trade  and  business.  Even  if  a  part 
of  this  land  were  at  one  time  included  within  the  city  limits  of  Aber- 
deen, it  is  clear,  as  appears  from  this  protest  itself,  that  it  has  been 
since  excluded  from  those  limits,  and  that  no  claim  thereto  is  now  being 
asserted  by  said  city.  This  allegation  presents  no  sufficient  groand  for 
a  hearing. 

It  is  claimed  in  the  fifth  allegation  that  upon  the  cancellation  of 
James  R.  Dayton's  timber  culture  entry  the  rights  of  Lyman  p.  Day 
ton  attached,  but  it  is  not  stated  what  those  rights  were.  He  had  no 
application  pending.  Even  if  it  were  true  that  he  has  not  exhaasted 
his  homestead  right  that  would  not  affect  this  land  unless  he  had  in  due 
time  applied  to  make  entry  therefor. 

In  his  seventh  allegation,  however,  he  shows  that  he  then  had  a 
homestead  entry  on  other  land,  and  the  records  of  this  Department 
disclose  the  fact  that  the  validity  of  such  entry  was  not  at  the  date  of 
the  cancellation  of  James  B.  Dayton's  timber  culture  entry,  and  is  not 
yet  finally  determined,  the  case  being  now  pending  in  this  Department 
Said  Lyman  G.  Dayton  was  not  at  the  time  this  land  was  relieved  of 
James  It.  Dayton's  timber  culture  entry,  and  has  not  been  at  any  time 
since  then,  in  a  position  to  assert  a  claim  thereto  under  the  homestead 
law. 

Upon  account  of  the  importance  of  this  case  and  the  long  continued  and 
bitter  controversy  between  these  parties,  the  matters  here  presented 
have  received  an  especially  close  and  careful  examination.  As  a  result 
of  such  examination  I  have  become  satisfied  that  there  is  no  occasion  for 
interfering  with  the  decision  appealed  from  refusing  to  order  a  hearing 
and  dismissing  the  protest,  and  the'  same  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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PBACnCE— BEHEARING-PROCEEDINOS  ON  REPORT  OF  SPECIAL 

AGENT. 

UNITED  States  v.  Stinson  et  al. 

In  prooeedings  by  the  government  against  an  entry  held  by  a  traneferee,  where  the 
entry  man  appears  as  a  witness  for  the  government,  and  sets  np  no  rights  nnder 
said  entry,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  rehearing  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not 
served  with  notice  of  snch  proceedings  or  the  varions  orders  made  thereander. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  CommisHaner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

September  19, 1890. 

By  letter  of  May  2, 1890,  your  ofSce  transinitt^  the  applications  of 
Gleorge  C.  Gartis,  Van  W.  Ghipman,  Niels  L.  Weiberg  and  Charles  M. 
Park,  for  review  and  rehearing  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Thomas 
D.  Stinson  and  Hugh  Park,  transferees  of  Geo.  W.  Smith  et  a2.,  decided 
March  2,  1889. 

These  applicants  are  four  of  the  original  pre-emption  entrymen  whose 
claims  were  transferred  to  said  Stinson  and  Park.  The  entries  were 
made  in  the  land  office  at  Seattle,  Washington  Territory  and  are  fully 
described  in  said  decision  to  which  reference  is  made. 

The  entries  with  others  were  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office  on 
May  19, 1886,  on  report  of  a  special  agent  who  alleged  that  all  of  said 
entries  were  made  in  the  interest  of  said  Stinson  and  Park,  and  that 
the  claimants  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  law.  Notice  of  this  action 
was  sent  to  the  entryman  and  transferees.  On  the  application  of  the 
transferees  a  hearing  under  the  circuls^r  of  July  31, 1885  (4  L.  D.,  503), 
''to  show  cause  why  the  entries  should  be  sustained,"  was  ordered  and 
the  cases  were  consolidated. 

After  a  full  hearing,  at  which  these  four  applicants  appeared  and  gave 
testimony,  on  the  part  of  the  government,  the  local  officers  found  that 
the  charges  had  been  fully  sustained,  that  claimants  had  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  law,  that  the  entries  were  made  in  the  interest  of  said 
Stinson  and  Park,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  same. 
Tour  office  by  letter  of  April  21, 1888,  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local 
office,  and  that  action  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  in  the  decision 
now  complained  of. 

Each  of  the  applicants  states  on  oath  that  he  has  never  received  offi- 
cial notice  by  registered  letter  or  otherwise  of  the  suspension  of  his  said 
cash  entry,  or  of  his  right  to  petition  for  a  hearing ;  that  he  has  never 
received  official  notice  of  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  of  your  office, 
or  of  the  Department.  The  applicants  therefore  ask  that  a  hearing 
de  novo  be  granted  them,  or  that  they  be  now  duly  notified  of  the  de- 
cision of  the  local  officers,  and  of  their  right  of  appeal  from  the  same. 
They  allege  that  they  transferred  their  respective  claims  to  said  Stinson 
and  Park  by  warranty  deed,  and  claim  to  have  an  interest  in  the  case 
to  the  extent  of  such  warranty. 
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It  appears  from  the  records  that  notices  were  sent  to  said  claiuuiuts 
of  the  action  taken  by  your  office  on  the  special  agent's  report,  but  it 
is  not  shown  that  these  notices  reached  them.  Nor  does  it  appear  that 
any  notice  was  sent  them  of  the  decision  of  the  local  office,  of  your  office, 
or  of  the  Department. 

The  real  parties  defendant  in  this  case  were  said  Stinson  and  Park. 
The  present  applicants  appeared  merely  as  witnesses  for  the  govern- 
ment. At  the  time  of  the  hearing  they  had  transferred  the  lands  by 
deed.  If  they  desired  to  be  made  defendants  and  to  contest  the  charges, 
it  was  incumbent  on  them  to  ask  to  be  made  parties.  This  they  failed 
to  do  and  stood  by  while  cases  in  which  they  now  claim  to  have  been 
interested  were  tried  and  decided  adversely  to  them.  Having  thus 
allowed  their  day  in  court  to  pass  without  intervention  on  their  part^ 
they  are  in  no  position  to  ask  that  these  cases  be  tried  denovo. 

Said  applications  are  accordingly  dismissed. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY-COMMUTATION—SUPPLEMEXTAL  PROOF. 

GROV^   n.   COWLES. 

If  non-compliance  with  law  defeats  the  ri«;ht  of  a  homesteader  to  make  final  ontry 
nnder  section  2291  R.  S.,  it  also  defeats  his  right  of  commutation. 

Permission  to  snbm it  supplemental  proof  in  the  matter  of  residence  may  be  accorded, 
where  the  final  proof  is  otherwise  satisfactory^  and  no  adverse  claim  exists. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissixmer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  20, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Grove  H.  Cowles  from  yoar  decision 
of  April  28, 1889,  rejecting  his  final  proof  on  homestead  entry  for  the 
S.  E.  i  Sec.  20,  T.  137  N.  R.  64  W.,  Fargo,  iTorth  Dakota  laud  district 
dismissing  his  appeal  and  allowing  him  ninety  days  in  which  to  com- 
mute entry  in  accordance  with  the  rule  in  case  of  Peter  Weber  (7  L.  D., 
476). 

Your  opinion  states  the  record  and  testimony  fully  and  fairly,  and  it 
does  not  appear  to  me,  upon  careful  review  of  the  entire  record  includ- 
ing the  supplemental  affidavits  that  the  final  proof,  as  it  stands,  can 
under  the  law  and  departmental  regulations  be  approved. 

It  is  true  the  claimant  has  made  very  good  improvements  on  the  land, 
and  the  testimony  shows  that  he  has  not  neglected  to  cultivate  portions  of 
it  each  year,  but  continuous  residence  has  not  been  satisfactorily  shown. 
He  has  had  household  furniture  in  his  house  and  has  lived  there  at 
intervals  during  the  entire  time  since  his  entry,  which  (counting  his 
military  service)  makes  over  five  years.  He  evidently  thought,  under 
the  advice  of  lawyers,  that  he  was  complying  with  the  law,  and  it  is 
bis  misfortune  that  the  advice  was  wrong. 

You  were  in  error  in  dismissing  his  appeal,  it  was  properly  taken. 
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Since  your  decision,  (Ai)ril  20, 1880,  tliodepartmontiil  decision  relied 
upon  by  you  was,  upon  motion  for  review,  revoked,  (See  Peter  Weber, 
on  review,  9  L.  D.,  150),  and  it  was  decided  that  the  right  of  commuta- 
tion depends  upon  prior  compliance  with  the  homestead  law  up  to  the 
date  of  commutation. 

The  proof  is  uot  satisfactory  and  can  not  be  accepted  as  it  stands, 
but  in  view  of  his  improvements  and  cultivation  of  the  land  and  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  adverse  claim  or  protest  against  his  entry,  he  will 
be  allowed  to  submit  supplemental  proof,  within  ninety  days  from  notice 
of  this  decision,  setting  forth  the  facts  as  to  his  connection  with  the 
land  since  the  date  of  his  final  proof  and  he  will  give  such  explanation 
as  he  may  have  of  the  conflicting  statements  in  his  final  proof  and  his 
affidavit  filed  January  17, 1880,  and  upon  his  compliance  herewith  you 
will  take  such  action  in  the  case  as  shall  be  deemed  proper. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


REPAYMENT— DESEKT  LAN1>  ENTRY. 

Spencer  V.  Raymond. 

Repayment  can  not  be  allowed  where  a  desert  entry  is  canceled  becaose  made  for 
specnlativo  purposes  and  for  land  not  desert  in  character. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  20,  1800. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Spencer  V.  Eaymond  from  the  de- 
cision of  your  office  rejecting  his  application  for  the  repayment  of  pur- 
chase money  paid  upon  desert  land  entry  made  by  the  said  ftaymond 
for  Sec.  33,  T.  6  N.,  R.  38,  Blackfoot,  Idaho. 

This  tract  was  entered  by  Raymond  on  January  6,  1883,  under  the 
desert  land  act  and  in  making  said  entry  he  swore  that  the  land  was 
desert  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  by  personal 
observation  and  frequen  tly  passing  over  the  same.  It  was  subsequently 
determined  that  the  land  was  not  desert  land  and  it  had  been  laid  off 
by  claimant  as  a  townsite.  The  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  upon 
the  report  of  a  special  agent,  and  claimant  was  allowed  sixty  days  to 
show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  agricultural  and  timber  laud,  and  that  the  entry  was  not  made 
in  good  faith  but  for  speculative  purposes.  No  cause  was  shown  and 
the  entry  was  canceled. 

In  his  application  for  repayment  claimant  states  that  he  with  others 
desired  to  secure  the  land  as  a  townsite  and  was  advised  by  the  local 
officers  at  Oxford,  Idaho,  that  the  only  manner  in  which  they  could  pro- 
ceed would  be  for  one  of  them  to  enter  the  tract  under  the  desert  land 
act,  and  that  claimant  was  selected  for  that  purpose  and  that  the  pay- 
ment was  divided  j>ro  rata  among  the  several  residents ;  that  when  he 
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was  informed  that  the  proceedings  were  irregular  and  several  lots  had 
been  sold,  again  acting  upon  the  advice  of  the  local  officers,  relinquished 
the  land.  He  states  that  the  money  was  expended  in  good  faith  upon 
the  advice  of  those  whom  they  naturally  depended  for  information.' 
This  statement  however  lacks  confirmation  by  the  officers  whom  he 
alleges  gave  him  this  advice. 

When  claimant  made  his  entry  he  swore  that  the  land  was  desert  in 
character  and  that  the  entry  was  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing title  to  mineral  land,  timber  land  or  agricultural  land ;  but  foi^the 
purpose  of  faithfully  reclaiming  the  land  by  conducting  water  thereon. 

1  cannot  from  all  the  facts  before  me  conclude  that  Baymond  acted 
in  good  faith  in  making  this  entry,  notwithstanding  the  advice  that  he 
claims  to  have  acted  upon.  He  admits  that  he  entered  the  land  for  a 
townsite  and  for  the  purpose  of  sale  and  speculation,  and  yet  he  delib- 
erately  made  an  affidavit  that  it  was  entered  for  the  purpose  of  faith- 
fully reclaiming  the  land  by  conducting  water  thereon.  Under  such 
circumstances  the  money  can  not  be  repaid. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— KE-KEVIEW— HOMESTEAD  ENTBT. 

FRANCEWAY  ET  AL.  V.  GRIFFITHS  (ON  EBVIEW). 

A  petition  for  re-review  will  uot  be  entertained  nnlesa  it  presents  new  matter  for  con- 
Bideration. 

The  validity  of  a  liomestead  entry  is  determined  by  the  faets  existing  at  the  date 
thereof. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  CommisHoner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Of- 

fiecj  September  20, 1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  Messrs.  Britton  and  Gray,  attorneys 
for  the  Granite  Powder  Company,  asking  that  departmental  decision  of 
June  27, 1890,  in  the  case  of  Ellen  Franceway  et  aU  v.  Richard  Griffiths, 
involving  the  latter's  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  for  lot  3,  of 
Sec.  19,  T.  2  K,  R.  4  W.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco  land  district,  Cali- 
fornia,  be  recalled  and  that  Griffiths'  entry  be  confirmed  smd  passed  to 
patent. 

The  decision  of  June  27, 1890  (10  L.  D.,  691),  having  been  rendered 
upon  a  motion  for  review,  the  present  letter  must  be  considered  as  a 
petition  for  re-review.  The  paper  here  presented  does  not  come  up  to 
the  requirements  laid  down  by  the  decisions  of  this  Department  for 
such  petitions.  It  is  claimed  that  the  ruling  laid  down  in  the  decision 
on  the  motion  for  review  is  in  opposition  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
supreme  court  in  Durand  v.  Martin  (120  T7.  S.,  366).  Thus  the  Depart- 
ment is  asked  to  reconsider  and  again  go  over  the  same  question  that 
was  presented  and  fully  discussed  upon  the  motion  for  review.    This 
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alone  would  be  sufficient  grounds  for  refusing  to  consider  this  petition. 
The  case  cited,  however,  is  not  parallel  with  this  and  does  not  there- 
fore control.  The  court  there  held  that  the  right  of  a  State  under  a 
school  land  indemnity  selection  is  to  be  determined  by  the  condition  of 
the  land  at  the  time  the  selection  is  presented  to  the  proper  officer  for 
certification.  This  does  not  affect  the  long  and  well  established  rule 
that  the  validity  of  an  entry  is  to  be  determined  by  the  tactH  existing 
at  the  date  thereof. 

The  decision  complained  of  follows  the  ruling  in  Fonts  v.  Thompson, 
on  review  (10  L.  D.,  649)  and  is  adhered  to. 

The  petition  under  consideration  is  denied. 


PKACTICE^NOTICE-PUBLICATION— SECOND  CONTEST. 

LUDWIO  V.  Faxjlknbb  et  al. 

Poblioation  of  notice  withoot  an  affidavit  as  the  basis  for  snoh  service  confers  no 
jorisdiction  upon  the  local  office. 

VHiere  a  pending  contest  is  attacked  on  the  ground  of  frand  by  one  who  makes 
application  to  contest  the  entry  in  qnestion,  notice  should  not  issne  on  such  ap- 
plication, bnt  the  case  should  beheld  for  the  final  disposition  of  the  prior  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  20, 1890. 

• 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Ralph  N.  Wood  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  April  26, 1889,  holding  that  the  local  officers  erred  in  ordering 
a  hearing  upon  charges  preferred  in  a  contest  affidavit  filed  by  said 
Wood  and  ordering  a  re-hearing  before  the  local  officers  on  a  contest 
initiated  by  Kobert  Ludwigt?.  Christopher  Faulkner  against  timber-cult- 
ure entry  of  said  Faulkner,  for  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  1,  T.  32  S.,  B.  42  W., 
Garden  City,  Kansas,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  3, 1885,  Christopher  Faulkner  made 
timber  culture  entry  of  said  land.  On  the  27th  day  of  November,  1886, 
Bobert  Ludwig  filed  in  the  local  office  his  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
that'said  j^^euilkner,  ^<  Has  wholly  failed  to  break,  plow  or  stir,  five  acres 
of  .said  land  during  the  first  year  of  said  entry  and  up  to  the  date  of  this 
contest,  but  the  same  remains  wild,  unbroken  prairie  land  void  of  tim- 
ber or  cultivation. 

On  December  1,  1886,  said  Lndwig  filed  his  homestead  application  to 
enter  said  land  and  on  the  same  day  presented  the  statutory  affidavit 
showing  proper  qualifications  to  make  the  entry. 

A  bearing  was  ordered  on  Ludwig's  contest  and  on  the  9th  day  of 
December,  188^,  notice  thereof  was  published  in  a  newspaper  fixing 
June  3, 1887,  as  the  time  set  for  the  hearing.  No  affidavit  or  other 
evidence  was  filed  showing  that  personal  service  of  notice  could  not  be 
made  upon  Faulkner  and  no  evidence  of  personal  service  of  the  notice 
upon  him  was  presented. 
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On  the  12th  day  ol  February,  1887,  Ralph  N.  Wooil  filed  in  the  local 
office  hi8  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  entry  of  Faulkner,  alleging 
that  said  ''Faalkner  has  execated  and  sold  a  relinquishment  to  the 
United  States  of  his  said  entry,  to  a  party  other  than  this  affiant;  that 
said  Faulkner's  entry  was  fraudulent  and  speculative  at  its  inception." 

At  the  time  set  for  hearing  June  3, 1887,  Lud  wig  appeared  and  offered 
his  evidence.  Faulkner  did  not  appear.  On  the  same  day  but  after 
Lud  wig's  testimony  was  taken  Wood  appeared  before  the  local  officers 
and  filed  his  affidavit,  stating 

That  at  tho  date  of  the  initiation  of  Haid  Lnd wife's  contest;  there  were  more  than 
five  acres  broken  on  said  tract  of  laud;  that  for  tliis  reason  affiant  filed  his  complaint 
against  said  defendant  eutrymau,  alleging  speculation  and  bad  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  said  defendant.  .  .  .  That  the  allegations  as  contained  in  the  complaint  of 
the  said  Robert  Lud  wig  are  entirely  false  and  nntrue.  .  .  .  That  he  firmly  be- 
lieves said  Ludwig's  contest  is  speculative  and  fraudulent  and  is  not  being  proee- 
outed  in  good  faith. 

Thereupon  the  local  officers  suspended  any  further  action  on  Lud- 
wig's  contest,  and  ordered  a  hearing  on  the  charges  contained  in  Wood's 
complaint  as  against  Ludwig's  contest,  which  was  before  the  local  offi- 
cers and  on  the  22nd  dny  of  June,  they  rendered  their  decision  sus- 
taining Ludwig's  contest  and  allowing  him  the  preference  right  to  enter 
said  land  and  dismissed  Wood's  contest,  and  recommended  Faulkner's 
entry  for  cancellation.  From  this  decision  Wood  appealed  to  your 
office. 

On  the  26th  day  of  April,  1889,  your  office  held  that  the  local  officers 
erred  in  directing  a  hearing  on  Wood's  contest,  and  ordered  a  re-hear- 
ing between  Ludwig  and  Faulkner  on  Ludwig's  contest,  (as  the  notice 
for  publication  was  defective)  and,  upon  the  proper  affidavit  being  filed, 
the  local  officers  were  directed  to  give  notice  by  publication  of  the  day 
fixed  for  hearing. 

From  your  said  decision  Wood  appeals. 

Tour  office  decision  remanding  the  case  and  ordering  a  re-hearing  is 
correct.  Rule  9  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  requires  personal  service  of 
notice  in  all  cases  when  possible  and  prescribes  how  such  service  shall 
be  made.  Rule  11  provides:  "Notice  may  be  given  by  publication 
alone  only  when  it  is  shown  by  affidavit  of  the  contestant,  and  by  such 
other  evidence  as  the  register  and  receiver  may  require,  that  due  dili- 
gence has  been  used  and  that  personal  service  can  not  be  made.  The 
party  will  be  required  to  state  what  effort  has  been  made  to  get  per- 
sonal service." 

The  service  of  notice  is  required  before  the  local  officers  obtain  juris- 
diction to  proceed  with  the  hearing.  In  order  to  serve  by  publication 
the  rule  requires  a  showing  to  be  made  that  personal  service  can  not  be 
made.  This  showing  is  the  primary  foundation  upon  which  the  publi- 
cation is  based  and  where  a  service  of  notice  by  publication  is  substi- 
tuted for  personal  service,  a  strict  compliance  with  Rule  11,  is  requisite 
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to  confer  jarisdiction  over  tbe  person  of  the  defendant.  Burgess  v. 
Pope's  Heirs  (9  L.  D.,  218) ;  Allen  v.  Leet  (6  L.  D.,  669). 

As  there  was  no  showing  at  all  made  as  a  basis  for  serving  the  notice 
by  publication  it  follows  that  the  local  officers  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  determine  the  contest,  or  to  act  upon  the  subject  matters  in 
controversy  in  such  a  manner  sls  to  bind  Faulkner  the  entryman. 

Without  passing  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  allegations  of  Wood's 
affidavit,  I  am  clear  that  the  local  officers  erred  in  ordering  a  hearing 
upon  Wood's  contest  Where  a  pending  contest  is  attacked  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  by  one  who  makes  due  application  to  contest  the  entry 
in  question,  notice  will  not  issue  on  such  application,  but  the  case  will 
b&  held  for  the  final  disposition  of  the  prior  contest.  Melcher  v,  Clark 
(4  L.  D.,  504) ;  Eddy  v.  England  (6  L.  D.,  530) ;  Davisson  v.  Oabus  et  al. 
(10  L.  D.,  114). 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


PRE-EMPTION-SECOND  FIIilNG. 

M  ALONE Y  V.  Charles. 

A  filing  made  in  good  faith  by  a  minor,  but  abandoned  when  the  fact  of  minority  is 
discovered,  is  no  bar  to  a  second  filing. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  Septeinher  22, 1890. 

On  November  27, 1885,  William  F.  Oliarles  filed  his  declaratory  state- 
ment, No.  2742,  upon  the  W.  ^  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  7,  T.  2  N.,  R.  34., 
W.,  McOook,  Nebraska,  alleging  settlement  November  25,  1885.  He 
gave  notice  of  bis  intention  to  make  final  proof  before  the  register  and 
receiver,  and  that  snch  proof  would  be  made  on  May  30, 1887.  This 
notice  was  duly  published. 

On  November  2, 1886,  James  B.  Maloney  made  homestead  entry,  No. 
3983,  upon  said  tract,  and  on  April  25, 1887,  he  filed  a  protest  against 
the  allowance  of  Charles'  final  proof,  charging  failure  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  law  as  to  residence,  cultivation  and  improvements, 
and  asked  for  a  hearing. 

On  the  day  set  for  taking  Charles'  final  proof,  both  parties,  with 
their  attorneys,  appeared  belbre  the  register  and  receiver,  and  Maloney 
filed  an  amendment  to  his  former  protest,  charging  that  Charles  was  not 
a  qualified  pre-emptor,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  theretofore  exhausted 
his  pre-emption  right  by  filing  a  declaratory  statement  upon  another 
tract,  and  that  the  filing  upon  which  he  proposed  to  make  final  proof 
was  without  authority  of  law. 

Charles'  final  proof  was  made  and  the  subscribing  witnesses  thereto 
were  cross-examined,  and  other  witnesses  were  called  and  e^camiued. 
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At  the  conclasion  of  the  hearing  the  register  and  receiver  concurred 
in  the  following  finding :  <^  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  receiver's  receipt 
shonld  issue  to  said  William  F.  Oharles,"  and,  on  appeal,  yon  affirm 
that  judgment.    Maloney  brings  this  appeal. 

The  testimony  at  the  hearing  was  mainly  directed  to  the  issue  as  to 
claimant's  residence  on  the  tract. 

Oharles  admits,  and  so  states  in  his  notice  of  intention  to  submit  final 
proof,  that  he  had  on  February  4, 1884^  made  a  declaratory  statement 
for  another  tract  of  land  in  section  5,  same  town  and  range,  believing 
at  the  time  he  was  twenty -one  years  old,  but  that  soon  after  making 
such  filing  he  learned  he  was  under  twenty-one  years  of  age.  He 
had  lived  with  one  Nelson,  his  grandfather,  from  boyhood.  Nelson 
swears  that  he  told  Oharles  prior  to  the  first  filing  that  he  was  twenty- 
one  years  old ;  that  he  arrived  at  this  understanding  from  certain  busi- 
ness transactions  that  took  place  at  about  the  date  claimant  was  bom. 
After  this  filing  was  made,  they  again  got  to  talking  about  claimant's 
age,  and  to  be  certain  about  it  Nelson  sent  to  Mount  Yernon,  Oolorado, 
and  obtained  the  Bible  containing  the  1:ecord  of  Oharles'  birth.  This 
record  was  made  the  day  Oharles  was  bom,  and  showed  that  he  was 
only  twenty  years  old ;  thereupon  he  abandoned  his  claim,  and  when 
he  became  twenty-one  filed  on  the  land  in  controversy. 

The  premises  considered,  I  do  not  think  Oharles  was  barred  by  ses- 
tion  2261  of  the  Revised  Statutes  from  making  a  filing  on  the  tract  in 
controversy.  His  conduct  was  open  and  honest  Had  he  falsely  and 
fraudulently  stated  that  he  was  twenty-one  years  old,  and  thus  sought 
to  obtain  the  land,  his  pre-emptive  right  would  have  been  exhausted 
and  a  second  filing  would  not  be  permitted.  Allen  v.  Baird  (6  L.  D., 
298). 

But,  in  view  of  his  honest  mistake,  and  his  voluntary  abandonment 
of  his  claim  under  the  first  filing,  when  he  found  he  was  not  personally 
qualified  to  make  it,  I  think  he  should  again  be  permitted  to  exercise 
his  pre-emption  right.  Boss  v.  Poole  (4  L.  D.,  116);  Arnold  t^.Langley 
(1  L.  D.,  439). 

As  to  the  question  of  residence  and  improvements,  I  do  not  deem  it 
necessary  to  rehearse  the  testimony ;  the  same  is  substantially  set  forth 
in  your  said  office  decision.  It  abundantly  shows  that  the  entryman 
has  complied  with  the  law  and  acted  in  good  faith ;  his  proof  should 
be  accepted  and  the  entry  allowed. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 
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PBACTICE-BEHEARINO- OSAGE  LAND. 
FiNAN  V.  MEEKEB. 

When  an  order  for  rehearing  is  made  the  case  is  generally  tried  de  natto,  and  the  peti- 
tioner for  rehearing  cannot  in  snch  a  case  be  heard  to  complain  of  former  pro- 
ceedings therein  howeyer  defective  they  may  be. 

The  right  to  pnrohase  Osage  land  nnder  the  act  of  Hay  28, 1880,  can  only  be  exercised 
by  one  who  has  the  qnalifications  of  a  pre-emptpr  and  makes  actaal  settlement 
on  the  land  with  the  intention  of  making  it  a  home. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  23,  J890. 

I  have  cx>D8iclered  the  appeal  of  Elliott  E.  Meeker  from  your  office 
decision  of  December  20, 1888,  in  which  jon  hold  for  cancellation  his 
Osage  cash  entry,  made  May  13, 1884,  for  the  NW.  i  NE.  |,  NE.  i 
"SW.  i,  Bee  28,  and  8.  i  SE.  i  of  Sec.  21,  T.  27  8.,  B.  12  W.^  Larued, 

He  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  2373  October  30, 1883,  for 
said  tracts  alleging  settlement  October  23, 1883.  He  made  his  final 
proof  on  May  10, 1884,  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Pratt 
county,  Kansas. 

The  proof  appears  regular  in  form ;  it  showed  continuous  residence ; 
also  that  the  land  was  used  for  a  farm ;  six  acres  broken ;  frame  house 
fourteen  by  sixteen  feet,  and  a  well  dug ;  improvements  valued  at  #150. 
The  full  payment  was  made  for  the  land  and  final  certificate,  No.  2,221, 
issued  November  14, 1885. 

Oatherine  E.  Finan  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  3584  for 
the  SE.  i,  Sec.  21,  T.  27  S.,  B.  12  W.,  Larned,  Kansas,  on  May  2, 1884, 
alleging  settlement  February  15, 1884,  being  in  conflict  with  Meeker's 
entry  as  to  the  S.  i  SE.  i  of  said  section.  She  made  final  proof  October 
24, 1884,  and  on  Januiiry  27, 1885,  filed  her  affidavit  of  contest  against 
Meckel's  entry,  alleging  the  same  to  be  fraudulent,  and  that  she  had  a 
superior  right  to  the  land.  She  also  filed  an  affidavit  explaining  why 
she  failed  to  protest  at  the  time  Meeker  made  his  proof.  This  affidavit 
was  forwarded  to  your  office,  and  by  your  letter  "  G,"  dated  July  8, 1885, 
a  hearing  was  ordered,  and  all  parties  notified. 

Orders  and  continuances  were  made  from  time  to  time,  and  case  finally 
set  for  April  28, 1886,  when  defendant  made  default.  Plaintiff  intro- 
duced her  testimony,  and  on  October  23, 1886,  the  register  and  receiver 
held  Meckel's  entry  for  cancellation,  subject  to  appeal,  and  attorneys 
were  duly  notified.  On  November  18, 1886,  the  defendant  took  an  ap- 
peal to  your  office  and  on  January  15, 1887,  the  decision  of  ^the  register 
and  receiver  was  affirmed  by  you.  An  application  for  rehearing  was 
made  on  April  14, 1887,  and  by  your  office  letter  ^^O,"  dated  April  23, 
1887,  the  decision  of  January  15, 1887,  was  revoked,  and  the  case  re- 
manded for  rehearing,  on  the  ground  of  defective  notice. 
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The  case  was  again  set  for  July  11, 1887,  and  the  plaintiff  appeared 
and  filed  proof  of  personal  service  upon  all  parties  in  interest. 

The  case  was  again  continued  until  July  18,  1887,  when  both  parties 
appeared,  and  the  testimony  taken  from  day  to  day  until  the  case  was 
closed. 

The  register  and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  Finan,  and  recommended 
the  cancellation  of  Meeker's  entry,  and  by  your  oflice  decision  you  affirm 
that  judgment. 

The  record  in  this  case  is  very  voluminous ;  there  is  much  irrelevant 
and  conflicting  testimony. 

It  is  insisted  that  Finan  has  no  standing  in  this  case,  and  is  barred 
by  reason  of  her  laches  in  not  protesting  against  Meeker's  final  proof. 
This  is  not  well  taken.  Until  patent  issues  for  the  public  lands,  you 
have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  any  properly  supported  charges 
of  bad  faith  against  those  seeking  title  to  the  public  lands.  Moreover, 
when  an  application  for  rehearing  is  made,  as  in  this  case,  and  the  same 
is  granted,  the  case  will  generally  be  tried  de  novo ;  and  the  petitioners 
for  rehearing  can  not  then  be  heard  to  complain  of  the  former  notices 
find  proceedings,  however  defective  they  may  be. 

Besides  it  appears  in  this  case  that  all  the  parties  in  interest — mort- 
gagee,  transferee  and  entry  man — were  duly  served  with  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  the  rehearing. 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  testimony  and  find  it  substantially  as 
set  forth  in  your  said  office  decision. 

The  lands  involved  are  a  part  of  the  Osage  Indian  trust  and  dimin- 
ished reserve  lands;  and  the  rights  of  claimants  thereto  are  determined 
under  the  act  of  May  28,  1880  (21  Stat.,  143).  The  second  section  ot 
that  act  provides : — 

That  all  of  the  said  Indian  lands shall  be  subject  to  disposal  to  aotnal  settlers 

only,  having  the  qaalifioation  of  pre-emptors not  exceeding  one  quarter  section 

each. 

The  entrynian  under  this  statute  must  be  an  actual  .settler  on  the 
land,  and  must  have  the  qualification  of  apreemptor. 

The  principal  inquiry,  and  the  only  one  in  this  case,  is,  whether  Meeker 
was  an  actual  settler  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

An  actual  settler  under  the  public  land  laws  is  one  who  in  his  own  proper  person 
goes  upon  a  tract  of  the  public  land  with  the  intention  of  reinaioing  there  and  of  ac- 
quiring title  thereto,  or,  in  other  words,  of  making  it  his  home.  United  States  r. 
Atterbery  et  al,  10  L.  D.  26, 

Meeker  did  not  personally  make  any  of  the  improvements  on  the 
land.  The  building  put  up  on  the  land  was  moved  oft  soon  after  proof 
was  made,  and  used  as  a  granary  by  one  John  Waldock,  father-in-law 
of  Meeker. 

It  appears  that  Meeker  and  his  wife  staid  in  the  house  one  night, 
while  it  was  on  the  laud.  But  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  set  forth 
\]\  this  case  abundantly  show  that  he  was  not  an  actual  settler  upon  the 
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land  in  the  sense  of  the  term  as  used  by  this  Department.  They  fur- 
ther show  that  John  Waldock  is  the  real  party  in  interest. 

Finan  settled  on  the  land  after  Meeker's  house  was  built.  Her  im- 
provements were  of  small  value ;  but  the  evidence  shows  she  was  an 
actual  settler.  Her  house  was  torn  down  at  the  in8t^gation  of  John 
Waldock,  and  she  was  otherwise  badly  treated.  She  appears  to  have 
built  three  different  houses,  and  the  proof  shows  they  were  all  destroyed, 
and  she  could  not  remain  in  peace  upon  the  land,  aud  was  obliged  to 
leave  it  without  any  fault  of  her  own. 

Meeker's  entry  should  be  canceled.  It  is  so  ordered  and  your  decis- 
ion is  affirmed. 


PBACTICE-TRAN8FEREE-OSAGE  LAND. 

FiNAN  V.  Palmer  et  al. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  a  deceased  entryman 
should  be  made  parties  to  a  proceeding  against  an  entry,  where  the  (entryman  has 
disposed  of  his  interest  in  the  land  and  the  transferees  are  served  with  due  notice 
of  such  proceeding. 

Concurring  decisions  of  the  local  and  general  land  offices  as  to  questions  of  fact  are 
generally  accepted  as  conclusive  by  the  Department  where  the  evidence  is  con- 
flicting. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tJie  General 

Land  Office^  September  23,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Eliza  Woldock,  transferee  of  William 
A.  Palnaer,  deceased,  from  your  decision  of  December  20,  1888,  wherein 

« 

you  hold  for  cancellation  said  Palmer's  Osage  cash  entry  No.  1286,  made 
January  27,  1885,  for  the  SJ  of  the  NE^,  and  the  NJ  of  SEJ  of  Sec. 
21,  T.  27  S.,  R.  12,  W.,  Larned,  Kansas. 

Palmer's  alleged  settlement  was  made  January  1,  1884.  He  made 
final  proof  July  2,  1884,  and  first  payment  July  11,  thereafter,  he  com- 
pleted his  payments  January  27,  1885,  and  on  that  day  obtained  the 
register's  final  certificate. 

The  final  proof  is  regular  in  form ;  it  shows  continuous  residence 
from  January  1, 1884,  to  date  of  final  proof.  The  improvements  con- 
sist of  a  sod  house,  fourteen  by  sixteen  feet,  with  board  roof;  six  acres 
broken,  and  the  land  used  as  a  farm,  valued  at  $100. 

Catherine  Finan  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement  No.  3584  on  May 
2,  1884,  for  the  SB  4  of  the  same  section,  township  aud  range,  alleging 
settlement  February  15,  1884.  She  made  final  proof  and  first  payment 
October  24,  1884,  and  on  January  28,  1885,  filed  lier  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Palmer's  entry,  alleging  that  the  same  was  fraudulent,  and  as- 
serting her  paramount  right  to  the  land  as  to  the  N  J  of  the  SE  4. 

By  your  letter  "  G "  of  January  29,  1886,  a  hearing  was  ordered. 
On  this  hearing,  a  decision  was  rendered  adverse  to  the  entry.  Upoi^ 
^497-voL  11 31 
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appeal,  you  remanded  the  case  for  a  rehearing,  which  was  had  July  12, 
1887.  The  register  and  receiver  again  held  that  the  entry  of  Palmer 
shoold  be  canceled,  and  the  land  awarded  to  Finan,  and  by  your  said 
office  decision  yon  affirm  that  judgment. 

On  August  13, 1884,  Palmer  conveyed  the  land  by  warranty  deed  to 
Julia  E.  Meeker ;  Meeker  conveyed  it  to  Addison  De  Puy  by  warranty 
deed,  on  July  18, 1885,  and  De  Puy  conveyed  it  by  warranty  deed  to 
Eliza  Waldock,  November  2, 1885.  Palmer  died  about  Januaiy  1, 1885 
(exact  date  not  given). 

This  appeal  is  based  upon  lack  of  jurisdiction,  and  other  errors, 
specifically  set  forth.  It  is  insisted  that  no  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  William  A.  Palmer  and  no  guardian  of  his  heirs  having  been  made 
a  party  and  served  with  notice,  jurisdiction  is  not  obtained. 

At  the  time  your  office  ordered  a  rehearing  (January  21,  1887),  Eliza 
Waldock  claimed  the  land  by  mesne  conveyances  by  warranty  deed 
from  the  entryman.  Palmer,  who  was  dead ;  at  the  rehearing,  therefore, 
she  and  the  mortgagee  were  the  only  parties  defendant  who  had  any 
interest  in  the  land,  and  they  were  both  personally  served  with  the 
notice  of  the  rehearing.  The  complaint  that  the  legal  representatives 
and  heirs  of  Palmer  were  not  made  parties  to  this  proceeding  has  no 
force. 

The  death  of  the  entrymftn  prior  to  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing  is  no  groand  for 
the  dismissal  or  saspension  of  proceedings  against  the  entry,  where  said  entiyman 
has  disposed  of  his  interest  in  the  land,  and  the  transferee  is  made  a  party  defend- 
ant and  is  present  in  conrt.    Milam  v,  Johnson,  10  L.  D.,  6^. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  set  forth  in  your  said  office 
decision,  which  affirms  the  register  and  receiver  in  holding  that  Palmer's 
entry  was  made  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  one  John  Waldock,  and  not 
for  the  entryman's  own  use  and  benefit ;  also  that  Finan  endeavored  in 
good  faith  to  comply  with  the  law.  Ooncurring  decisions  of  the  local 
and  general  land  offices  as  to  the  questions  of  fact  are  generally  ac- 
cepted as  conclusive  by  the  Department  where  the  evidence  is  conflict- 
ing, as  in  this  case,    (Oonley  v.  Price,  9  L.  D.,  490.) 

On  a  careful  review  of  the  testimony,  I  find  no  reason  for  disturbing 
your,  action,  which  is  hereby  affirmed. 

PBB-KMPTIVE  BIGHT^SECONB  FIIilNG— TBANSMUTATIOK. 

LENNIS  V.  SOUTHAED. 

A  pre-emption  filing  transmuted  to  a  homestead  entry,  under  which  title  is  sabse- 
quently  perfected,  exhausts  the  pre-emptive  right,  notwithstanding  the  fiictthat 
such  filing  is  made  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Cfeneral 

Land  Office,  Septeniber  24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Walter  M.  Lennis  t^.  Walter  J.  South- 
ard, as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  the  decision  of  your 
office^  dated  Apnl  24|  1889t  r^)ectiog  lus  flual  proof  m  Bopport  of  lui 
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pre-emption  claim,  ibr  the  SE.  |  of  Sec.  18,  T.  4  S.,  B.  22  W.,  Kirwin, 
Kansas,  and  holding  for  cancellation  his  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment, No.  21,699,  filed  December  12, 1885,  alleging  settlement  on  said 
tract  the  same  day. 

The  record  shows  that  on  December  17, 1886,  said  Lennis  made  home- 
stead entry.  No.  22,372,  of  said  land,  and  on  January  19,  1887,  filed  a 
protest  against  the  allowance  of  Southard's  final  proof  in  support  of 
hi»  pre-emption  claim,  advertised  to  be  made  before  the  probate  judge 
of  Norton  county,  Kansas,  on  February  28,  same  year,  alleging  that  said 
pre-emption  claim  was  illegal,  because  the  pre-eraptor  had  made  a  tbrmer 
filing  for  another  tract  of  land,  which  he  subsequently  transmuted  to  a 
homestead  entry,  upon  which  he  made  final  proof  and  received  final 
certificate  therefor,  and  that  he  moved  from  land  of  his  own  in  said 
State  to  settle  upon  the  land  in  question. 

A  hearing  was  duly  had  before  the  local  officers  on  April  19, 1887, 
and  they  rejected  said  proof  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  said 
filing,  for  the  reason  that  the  pre-emptor,  on  November  14, 1871,  filed 
his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  31,  T.  4,  B. 
15,  in  said  State,  upon  which  he  resided  until  April  13,  1874,  when  he 
filed  his  soldier's  homestead  declaratory  statement  thereon ;  that  on 
November  13, 1874,  he  made  homestead  entry  thereof,  and  made  final 
proof  on  June  11, 1881,  showing  continuous  residence  on  his  homestead 
from  October  27, 1871,  to  date  of  said  final  proof;  that  final  certificate 
issued  for  said  homestead,  and,  while  said  Southard  was  the  owner  of 
said  homestead,  he  initiated  a  contest  against  a  homestead  entry  cov^er- 
ing  the  tract  in  question ;  that  after  the  hearing  of  said  contest,  but 
before  the  cancellation  of  the  contested  entry  by  the  Department,  be 
and  his  wife  conveyed  their  said  homestead  by  warranty  deed  to  the 
sister  of  Mrs.  Southard,  with  the  understanding  that  it  shoald  be 
reoonveyed  to  Mrs.  Southard  when  requested  so  to  do  by  her  husband ; 
that  said  conveyance  did  not  relieve  said  pre-emptor  from  the  inhibi- 
tion of  section  2261  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  tbe  United  States,  and 
that  he  was  disqualified  from  making  a  pre-emption  entry,  as  well  as 
from  making  a  second  filing,  because  of  his  former  filing. 

On  appeal,  your  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  office,  for  the 
reason  that  under  the  provisions  of  said  section  2261,  said  Southard 
exhausted  his  pre-emptive  right  when  he  filed  his  first  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement,  and  that,  since  his  second  filing  was  illegal,  it 
was  unnecessary  to  consider  the  second  ground  of  objection  to  said 
proof. 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  said  second 
filing  having  been  made  while  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Depart- 
ment allowed  the  same,  the  first  filing  having  been  made  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  the  rights  of  the 
pre-emptor  beoiune  v^ted,  ftad  bis  proof  sUould  be  allowed  by  tbe  J>9^ 
partmeotf 
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In  support  of  said  conteDtioD,  counsel  refers  in  his  brief,  filed  in  your 
office,  in  support  of  his  appeal  from  the  land  office,  and  which  has  been 
considered,  at  his  reqtiest,  on  appeal,  to  your  office  letter  dated  June 
29, 1874,  to  the  register  and  receiver,  at  Humboldt,  California  (1  0.  L. 
O.,  55),  allowing  a  pre-emptor  to  make  any  number  of  filings  for  unof- 
fered  land,  if  he  only  makes  proof  in  support  of  one  claim ;  also  the  case 
of  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Wiggins  and  Kellar  (4  C.  L.  O., 
123),  and  the  case  of  California  v.  Pierce  (1  L.  D.,  442),  and  insists  that 
the  rule  announced  in  said  decisions  was  promulgated  and  continued 
"  up  to  a  very  recent  date,"  when  it  was  changed  by  the  departmental 
ruling  in  the  case  of  Jonathan  House  (4  L.  D.,  189),  decided  by  Mr.  Sec- 
retary Lamar,  on  October  10, 1885,  which  ruling,  he  alleges,  was  not 
known  in  the  laud  district  where  said  land  is  situated,  until  January, 
1886. 

In  the  case  of  William  L.  Phelps  (8  C.  L.  O.,  139),  decided  November 
17, 1881,  Mr.  Secretary  Kirkwood  held  that,  in  the  absence  of  adverse 
rights,  a  party  could  file  a  second  declaratory  statement  for  the  same 
tract.  This  decision  was  expressly  overruled  in  the  case  of  J.  B.  Bay- 
mond  (2  L.  D.,  854),  decided  by  Secretary  Teller,  on  February  27, 1884, 
where  the  question  was  carefully  and  elaborately  considered,  and  it  was 
held  that,  under  section  2261  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  CTnited 
States,  a  preemptor  can  file  but  one  declaratory  statement.  In  that 
case  the  claimant  asked  to  be  allowed  to  file  for  the  same  or  another 
tract,  and  was  refused.  This  decision,  in  effect,  overruled  the  Pierce 
case,  supra^  and  this  was  nearly  two  years  prior  to  the  second  filing  of 
Southard. 

In  the  case  of  Jonathan  House,  decided  October  10, 1885,  more  than 
two  months  prior  to  said  second  filing,  the  Department  held  that  it 
made  no  difference  that  the  first  filing  was  made  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  the  Eevised  Statutes;  that  fact  would  not  avoid  the  inhibition  of 
said  section  2261,  citing  Baldwin  v.  Stark  (107  U.  S.,  403). 

In  the  case  of  By  water  v,  Hitt  (5  L.  D.,  15),  decided  July  22, 1886,  the 
Department  held  that  a  pre-emption  claim,  based  on  the  settlement  and 
filing  of  one  who  had  previously  exhausted  his  pre-emption  right,  was 
illegal,  and  the  transmutation  thereof  to  a  homestead  entry  would  not 
exclude  an  intervening  adverse  claim.  In  this  case  the  first  filing  was 
made  in  Minnesota,  in  June,  1873,  and  the  second,  which  was  held  to 
be  illegal,  upon  the  authority  of  the  Eaymond  case,  in  October,  18S1« 

In  the  case  of  Jose  Maria  Solaiza  (6  L.  D.,  20),  A  cting  Secretary  Mul- 
drow  said :  *'  The  doctrine  of  the  Pierce  case,  however,  has  been  re- 
peatedly overruled,^'  citing  the  Eaymond  and  House  cases,  supra.  See 
also  Orrin  C.  Eashaw  (id.,  570) ;  James  F.  Bright  (id.  602) ;  Bridges  t?. 
Curran  (7  L.  D.,  395) ;  C.  S.  Curtis  (10  L.  D.,  188). 

It  is  clear  that  the  second  filing  of  Southard  was  illegal,  and  under 
the  well-settled  rulings  of  the  Department  he  can  not  be  permitted  to 
ent^jj:  tl^e  l^nci  in  controversy. 
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It  will  be  quite  unnecessary  to  consider  the  f?ood  faith  of  the  convey- 
ance of  said  homestead,  for,  under  the  provisions  of  section  2261  of  the 
U.  8.  Eevised  Statutes,  which  he  is  presumed  to  know.  Southard  is  pro- 
hibited from  making  pre-emption  entry  of  the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  must  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  affirmed. 


AirrDAVTT  OF  CONTEST— CORROBORATION. 

Beed  v.  Abneson. 

An  affidavit  filed  ka  the  basin  of  a  contest  does  not  justify  a  hearing  thereon  unless  it 

sets  forth  clearly  charges  that  will  warrant  cancellation  if  proven. 
An  affidavit  of  contest,  it*  uncorroborated,  may  be  properly  rejected. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commiisianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Isaiah  W.  Beed  v,  Olena  Arneson,  in- 
volving the  pre-emption  cash  entry  made  by  the  latter  December  8, 
1884,  for  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  15  N.,  B.  42  B.,  Walla  Walla  land  dis- 
trict,  Washington. 

Said  Beed,  on  July  5,  1888  filed  application  to  contest  said  entry,  ac- 
companying the  same  with  an  affidavit  alleging  insufficient  residence 
and  improvement.  Tour  office,  on  November  3,  1888,  denied  the  ap- 
plication, and  returned  the  affidavit  for  amendment,  ^'  to  specifically 
allege  defect,  if  any,  in  residence  and  cultivation  prior  to  date  of  mak- 
ing proof.''  On  December  18, 1888,  Beed  filed  amended  affidavit  and 
application.  Tljese  also  your  office,  by  letter  of  January  12,  1880,  re- 
jected for  the  same  reasons  previously  given.  Thereupon  Beed  ap- 
peals to  the  Department. 

Your  office  is  clearly  correct  in  holding  both  the  original  and  the 
amended  affidavit  insufficient  to  justify  a  hearing.  So  much  of  the 
amended  affidavit  as  refers  to  the  en  try  man's  failure  to  reside  upon  the 
tract  since  making  final  proof  has  (under  the  circumstances)  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  question.  The  list  of  improvements  set  forth  does  not  in- 
dicate bad  faith.  The  allegation  that  <'  the  residence  of  said  Olena 
Arneson  on  said  tract  prior  to  the  date  of  proof  thereon  was  not  suffi- 
cient under  the  law  to  show  good  faith,"  is  but  the  expression  of  affiant's 
opinion,  the  only  fact  stated  in  support  thereof  being  that  the  contest- 
ant ^< passed  the  land  frequently,  and  never  saw  claimant  on  the  place 
at  any  time  from  the  date  of  entry  until  proof  was  made."  This  nega- 
tive statement  might  be  true,  and  the  testimony  of  the  entryman  and 
her  witnesses  on  final  proof  not  be  false. 

Moreover,  the  contest  affidavit  is  practically  uncorroborated.  At- 
tached thereto  is  the  joint  affidavit  of  two  other  witnesses,  who  certify 
to  its  correctness. 

1.  Excepting  as  to  the  contents  thereof  relative  to  the  residence  of  said  claimant 
Olena  Ameson,  on  said  land  prior  to  final  proof  made  thereon,  concerning  which  fact 
of  residence  affiants  were  not  in  a  position  to  know  and  therefore  can  not  state. 
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Bales  2  and  3  of  Practice  say : 

2.  In  every  cafle  of  application  for  a  hearing,  an  affidavit  muHt  be  filed  by  the  con- 
testant with  the  register  and  receiver,  faliy  setting  forth  the  fact-s  which  constltnte 
the  grounds  of  contest. 

3.  Where  an  entry  has  been  allowed  and  remains  of  record,  the  affidavit  of  the 
contestant  must  be  accompanied  by  the  affidavits  of  one  or  more  witnesses  in  support 
of  the  allegations  made. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  only  allegation  made  which  has  any  bearing 
npon  the  question  at  issne  is  unsupported  by  the  affidavit  of  any  one 
except  the  contestant.    (See  Farmer  v.  Moreland  et  al.^  8  L.  D.,  446). 

Your  office  decisions  denying  the  application  for  a  hearing  are  af- 
firmed. 


APPLICATION  TO  MAKB  ENTRT— AMENDMENT. 

Patbiok  Eelley. 

An  application  to  make  timber  cnltnre  entry  received,  noted  of  record,  bnt  returned 
for  amendment  of  the  preliminary  affidavit,  effectually  reserves  the  land  as 
against  a  subsequent  applicant  therefor. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General 

I^and  Office^  September  25, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Patrick  Kelley  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  of  April  12, 1889,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  timber 
culture  entry  of  the  W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  S W.  i  and 
the  SW.  i  of  the  KW.  J,  Sec.  11,  T.  149  K,  R.  59  W.,  Grand  Forks, 
Dakota. 

The  following  appears  of  record: 

March  27,  1882,  George  Hetherington  made  timber  culture  entry  of 
the  said  tract.  April  6, 1886,  John  Fitzgerald  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test against  said  entry,  accompanied  with  an  application  to  enter  the 
same. 

fTotice  was  issued,  and  June  8, 1886,  set  for  hearing.  On  said  day 
Hetherington  did  not  appear,  but  made  default.  Fitzgerald,  the  con- 
testant, appeared  and  submitted  his  own  testimony  in  support  of  his 
affidavit  of  contest.    No  other  witness  was  produced. 

September  9, 1886,  the  register  and  receiver  rendered  their  decision, 
as  follows : 

At  the  trial  only  one  witness  appeared,  viz :  the  contestant  himself,  and  we  do  not 
think  his  unsupported  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  a  declaration  of  forfeiture.  We 
are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  said  contest  should  be  dismissed. 

No  appeal  was  taken  by  Fitzgerald  from  this  action  of  the  local  offi- 
cers, but  on  January  7, 1889,  (as  appears  from  your  office  letter  of  April 
12, 1889,  now  before  me,)  the  entry  of  Hetherington  was  canceled  by 
your  office,  "upon  the  contest  of  John  Fitzgerald.'' 
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January  14, 1889,  the  cancellatioD  was  noted  on  the  records  of  the 
local  office,  and  on  the  same  day  contestant's  attorney  was  notified  by 
registered  letter  of  snch  cancellation,  bat  no  action  was  taken  thereon 
by  the  contestant  or  his  said  attorney. 

Some  time  prior  to  the  cancellation  of  HetheringtiOn's  entry  (the  exact 
date  nowhere  appearing  of  record),  the  local  officers  received  by  mail 
the  application  of  Betsey  Halvorson  to  enter  said  tract,  under  the 
timber  culture  law.  Her  entry  papers  were  executed  before  a  notary 
public,  and  dated  December  20, 1888. 

Cm  receipt  of  this  application,  it  was  immediately  returned  to  her, 
with  a  statement  from  the  register  that  the  land  was  covered  by  the 
entry  of  Hetherington.  On  the  2d  of  February,  1889,  which  was  after 
the  cancellation  of  the  Hetherington  entry,  the  same  application  was 
again  received  at  the  local  office.  On  the  same  day  it  was  again  re- 
turned to  the  applicant,  with  the  request  that  she  make  out  new  papers, 
as  forty-three  days  had  elapsed  since  the  applicant  had  made  affidavit 
to  her  qualifications  to  enter  the  land.  This  new  application  was  not 
received  until  February  15th,  same  year.  Both  sets  of  papers  were 
complete  and  regular  in  form  and  the  necessary  fee  accompanied  each 
application. 

On  February  9, 1889,  six  days  prior  to  the  receipt  of  the  new  papers 
of  Halvorson,  Kelley,  the  appellant  herein,  applied  to  make  timber  cult- 
nre  entry  of  the  tract  in  question.  This  application  was  rejected  by 
the  register,  because  of  the  prior  rights  of  Halvorson,  as  above  set 
forth.  From  this  ruling  Kelley  appealed  to  the  Commissioner,  who  af- 
firmed the  judgment  of  the  register,  and  he  now  appeals  to  this  Depart- 
ment, claiming  that,  under  the  proceedings  above  set  forth,  he  is  the 
first  legal  applicant  for  the  land,  subsequent  to  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry  of  Hetherington. 

The  application  of  Halvorson,  made  prior  to  the  cancellation  of  Heth- 
erington's  entry,  was  properly  rejected,  because  the  land  was  then 
covered  by  an  entry  and  her  application  was  not  accompanied  with  an 
affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same.  Drummond  v.  Beeve,  11  L.  D., 
179.  Her  application  of  February  2, 1889,  was  received  when  the  land 
was  subject  to  entry,  because  prior  thereto  (January  14, 1889),  the  entry 
of  Hetherington  had  been  canceled. 

But  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  this  application  should 
have  been  rejected  by  the  register  and  receiver,  becaasethe  affidavit  as 
to  character  of  the  land  and  qualifications  of  the  applicant  was  made 
more  than  forty  days  prior  to  the  date  of  her  application. 

Had  the  local  officers  rejected  her  application  outright,  and  she  had 
appealed  from  such  rejection,  this  question  would  then  have  been 
properly  before  me  for  consideration.  But  such  was  not  their  action, 
as  presented  by  the  record  in  this  case.  On  receipt  of  her  application 
they,  on  the  same  day,  returned  the  papers  to  her  (for  new  affidavit)  and 
noted  the  same  on  the  tract  books.  This  was  the  status  of  the  case 
when  appellant,  a  week  later,  applied  to  make  timber  culture  entry. 
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No  rights  of  his  were  disturbed  by  such  actiou  of  the  local  officers,  for 
at  that  time  he  had  uoue  to  prejudice.  Moreover,  when  he  applied  to 
make  entry,  he  was  informed  of  the  application  of  Halvorson  and  the 
action  of  the  register  and  receiver  thereon,  so  that  his  application  was 
made  with  full  knowledge  of  her  equities. 

It  has  been  held  by  this  Department  that  an  ''application  to  enter  is 
equivalent  to  actual  entry,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  applicant  are  con- 
cerned.^'   Pfaff't'.  Williams,  et  aL,  4  L.  D.,  455. 

While  the  affidavit  of  Halvorson,  accompanying  her  application,  was 
regarded  by  tlie  local  officers  as  defective  as  to  the  date  when  it  was 
made,  they,  notwithstanding  this  defect,  made  it  of  record,  where  it 
remained  at  the  time  Kelley  applied  to  enter. 

While  counsel  for  appellant  complains  of  the  laches  of  Halvorson, 
they  are  not  apparent  in  the  record.  It  is  true  that  thirteen  days  in- 
tervened between  the  return  of  her  first  papers  and  the  receipt  of  the 
new  ones  at  the  local  office,  but  how  far  she  resided  from  the  notary 
before  whom  she  executed  the  papers,  or  how  much  time  was  needed 
to  comply  with  the  directions  of  the  register  and  receiver,  does  not  ap- 
pear, hence,  I  cannot  find  that  she  has  been  negligent. 

Fitzgerald,  who  contested  the  entry  of  Hetherington,  not  having  ap- 
pealed from  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  dismissing  his  con- 
test, thereby  forfeited  his  right  of  preference.  Boos  v.  Whitcomb,  10 
L.  D.,  584. 

Halvorson,  being  the  first  applicant  to  enter  after  the  cancellation  of 
Hethc^rington's  entry  by  the  Commissioner,  should  be  and  is  hereby 
allowed  to  make  entry  of  the  land. 

The  decision  of  your  office  rejecting  the  application  of  Kelly  is  accord- 
ingly affirmed. 

SCIUP  LOCATION- CONTIGUITY   OF  TRACTS—RETXTRN  OF  SCRIP. 

John  Brown. 

Where  an  application  to  locate  scrip  covers  non-contignous  tracts  and  is  allowed  for 
one  tract,  and  rejected  as  to  the  other  on  accoant  of  snch  non-contiguity,  the  en- 
try allowed  may  be  canceled,  on  request  of  the  applicant,  and  the  scrip  retnrned, 
if  by  such  action  the  government  sustains  no  loss. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  September  25, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  John  Brown  from  your  decision  of 
February  19, 1889,  declining  to  cancel  the  entry  for  lot  No.  4  in  Sec.  18, 
T.  63N .,  R.  9  W.,  Duluth,  Minnesota  land  district,  containing  33.75  acres, 
and  to  return  him  his  "  special  certificate  of  location  E.  3'',  Valentine 
land  scrip. 

It  appears  from  the  record  and  testimony  in  the  case  that  on  September 
8, 1887,  he  applied  to  locate  said  scrip  on  the  land  above  described  and 
on  lot  No.  1  in  Sec.  13;  T.  63  N.,  R.  10  W.  (same  district)  containing  9.75 
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acres  and  teiulered  the  price  of  the  excess  above  forty  acres,  the  amount 
said  scrip  called  for. 

The  local  otiicers  reqaired  him  to  make  two  separate  applications, 
one  for  each  tract  which  he  did,  and  delivered  the  certificate  of  location 
to  them ;  they  thereupon  accepted  the  application  for  the  tract  first 
described  and  endorsed  the  other  application — '^  Refused  for  the  reason 
that  the  land  applied  for  covers  more  than  one  leg:al  subdivision,  this 
being  the  second  piece  applied  for — fees  and  excess  tendered" — and  noti- 
fied him  that  he  could  appeal  from  their  action,  which  he  did,  and  on 
December  19, 1888,  being  advised  that  patent  could  not  be  issued  for 
two  non-contiguous  tracts  upon  one  certificate  of  location,  be  filed  ap- 
plication for  the  return  of  his  scrip,  and  on  February  !I9, 1889,  your 
predecessor  passed  upon  the  case  and  decided  that  as  <^  there  appears 
no  obstacle  on  the  part  of  the  government  to  the  issuing  of  title  to  the 
land  in  question,  I  must  decline  to  cancel  said  location  and  return  the 
scrip.'^ 

In  March  following  a  motion  for  review  and  reversal  of  said  decision 
was  made  and  the  same  was  overruled,  from  which  decision  as  well  as 
from  the  judgment  of  February  19th  he  appealed. 

The  attorney  who  advised  him  that  he  could  locate  on  both  tracts, 
says  in  his  brief  that  Brown  chose  this  tract  of  land  on  being  informed 
that  he  could  not  have  both  tracts.  This  is  denied  however.  Brown 
in  his  affidavit  says  he  made  application  for  a  location  on  both  tracts 
^^  and  tendered  the  fees  and  commissions  ^  etc.  He  says  he  was  required 
to  make  the  two  separate  applications,  one  for  each  tract,  and — 

^<  My  application  was  to  enter  both  parcels  of  land  with  the  said  scrip 
and  in  case  I  am.  not  allowed  to  do  so,  I  would  respectfully  ask  the  re- 
turn of  the  said  piece  of  scrip"  etc. 

The  local  officers  say — *<  Concerning  the  facts  stated  in  his  (Brown's) 
petition  we  would  say  that  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge  the  facts  as 
stated  by  him  are  substantially  true,  and  we  recommend  that  his  peti- 
tion be  allowed.'' 

The  proposition  as  made  was  an  entirety  and  re- writing  it  on  two  pa- 
pers, at  the  request  of  the  local  officers,  did  not  change  its  legal  effect. 

The  government's  agent  can  not  take  this  scrip  and  use  it  in  paying 
for  part  of  the  land  for  which  it  was  offered.  While  there  is  no  obstacle 
in  the  way  of  a  patent  issuing  for  the  tract  first  described,  there  is  as 
to  the  second,  and  Brown  did  not  propose  to  take  the  one  without  the 
other. 

The  testimony  shows  that  he  has  not  taken  possession  of  the  land  nor 
in  any  way  injftredor  interfered  with  it.  This  being  so  the  government 
can  be  placed  where  it  was  when  the  entry  was  made,  and  as  the  local 
officers  have  joined  in  recommending  that  his  petition  be  granted,  and 
inasmuch  as  the  government  does  not  desire  to  drive  hard  bargains  with 
its  citizens,  the  petition  of  Brown  will  be  granted,  the  entry  canceled 
and  his  scrip  No.  E.  3,  returned  to  him. 

Your  office  decisions  are  reversed. 
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OKLAHOMA  LANDS-SETTLEMENT  KIGHT8-TOWN8ITE. 

TOWNSITE  OF    ElNGFISHEB  V.  WOOD  ET  AL. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  opening  to  settlement  and  entry  the  Ter- 
ritory of  Oklahoma,  as  limited  by  the  tliird  proviso  of  section  13  of  said  act,  ex- 
pressly prohibit  any  one  from  entering  said  Territory,  prior  to  the  hour  fixed  by 
the  President's  proclamation,  with  the  intention  of  settlement  on  any  part 
thereof. 

No  permission,  or  license  to  be  within  said  Territory  by  virtue  of  special  employment 
therein,  can  be  granted  as  against  the  express  terms  of  the  statute,  or  used  to 
defeat  the  equal  operation  thereof  and  the  rights  of  others  thereunder ;  and  one 
who  is  permissibly  within  said  Territory  prior  to  the  opening  thereof,  and  seeks 
to  take  advantage  of  his  presence  therein  has  ''entered  and  occupied"  the  same  in 
violation  of  the  statute,  aud  is  accordingly  disqualified  to  enter  any  of  said  lands, 
or  acquire  any  right  thereto. 

An  actual  settlement,  followed  by  residence  and  improvement,  confers  a  right  of  home- 
stead that  attaches  from  date  of  settlement,  and  such  right  is  not  impaired  by  th« 
-  subsequent  occupation  of  the  land  by  townsite  settlers  on  the  day  of  such  settle- 
ment. 

A  settlement  not  made  in  good  faith  for  homestead  purposes,  but  with  a  view  to  specu- 
lation, does  not  confer  any  rights  under  the  homesttad  law. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offioe^  October 

1, 1890. 

The  controversy  in  this  case  involves  the  title  to  the  N.  ^  of  Sec  16, 
T.  16  N.,  B.  7  W.,  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma.  The  record  shows  that  ou 
April  23, 1889,  John  H.  Wood  made  homestead  entry  for  the  NE.  i  and 
William  D.  Fossett  for  the  NW.  }  of  said  section ;  and  on  May  4, 1889, 
the  occupants  of  the  townsite  of  Kingfisher,  by  its  mayor  and  others, 
made  application  at  the  local  office  to  enter  said  tract  for  townsite 
purposes. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  by  yonr  office  to  determine  when  said  land 
was  actually  selected  and  occapied  as  a  townsite. 

The  trial  began  Jaly  25, 1889,  was  continued  from  time  to  time,  and 
completed  August  17,  following. 

Upon  the  evidence  submitted,  the  register  and  receiver  recommended 
the  allowance  of  the  townsite  application,  and  the  cancellation  of  the 
entries  of  Fossett  and  Wood.  From  this  judgment  they  prosecuted 
separate  appeals  to  your  office,  and,  on  March  6, 1890,  the  judgment 
appealed  from  was  reversed,  the  entries  held  intact  and  the  townsite 
application  rejected. 

The' townsite  applicants,  in  due  time,  filed  a  motion  for  review,  which 
upon  due  consideration,  on  May  5, 1890,  you  overruled.  The  townsite 
applicants  have  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  the  Department. 

Pending  the  appeal,  the  mayor  of  the  city  transmitted  a  petition  to 
your  office,  asking  its  dismissal ;  but  protests  against  such  dismissal 
were  also  filed  by  parties  claiming  lots  as  occupants  of  said  townsite. 
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The  appeal  and  protests  being  of  record,  each  will  receive  considera- 
tion. 

There  is  practically  little,  if  any,  ground  for  controversy  about  the 
facts,  either  as  fonnd  by  the  local  office,  or  by  yoarself.  They  may 
fairly  be  resolved  into  the  following  statements : 

First:  Fossett, at  the  time  of  making  his  homestead  entry,  was  a 
legally  qualified  homesteader. 

Second :  He  settled  upon  the  said  N  W.  ^  on  April  22, 1889,  and  prior 
to  the  time  that  a  townsite  was  actnally  taken 

Third :  Wood  was  within  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  in  charge  of  the 
military  transportation  train  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  in  controversy 
at  the  time  the  territory  was  opened  for  settlement  by  the  President's 
proclamation;  but  otherwise  possessed  the  qualifications  of  a  home 
Bteader. 

Fourth:  Wood  settled  upon  the  said  NE.  ^  April  22, 1889,  and  prior 
to  the  time  that  the  townsite  was  actually  taken. 

Fifth  :  Prior  to  the  time  entries  were  made  at  the  land  office,  and  on 
the  same  day  that  Fossett  and  Wood  settled  upon  these  respective  tracts, 
both  quarter  sections  were  occupied  by  townsite  applicants  for  pur- 
poses of  trade  and  commerce,  and  the  lands  surveyed  into  lots,  blocks, 
streets  and  alleys  for  townsite  purposes. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  these  entrymen 
would  prevail  over  the  townsite  occupants,  unless  prohibited  under  the 
act  of  Congress  and  the  proclamation  of  the  President  opening  the  ter- 
ritory. They  were  first  on  the  ground,  and  this  prior  occupancy  would 
have  been  notice,  other  things  being  equal,  that  the  land  had  been 
legally  appropriated  and  no  longer  subject  to  entry  for  townsite  pur- 
I>o8es. 

First  as  to  the  rights  of  Mr.  Wood.  Great  stress  is  laid  by  his  coun- 
sel upon  the  fact  that  he  was  lawfully  in  the  territory,  in  the  govern- 
ment service,  at  and  prior  to  the  time  said  lands  were  opened  to  settle- 
ment, and  that  therefore  no  legal  objection  to  his  availing  himself  of 
the  benefits  of  the  homestead  law  for  the  tract  claimed  by  him  existed. 
In  this  connection,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  act  of  Congress  mak- 
ing the  "  Territory  of  Oklahoma"  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  and  the 
proclamation  of  the  President  opening  the  same  for  settlement. 

Congress,  by  sections  12  and  13  of  the  uct  entitled,  <<An  act  making 
appropriations  for  the  current  and  contingent  expenses  of  the  Indian 
Department,  and  for  fulfilling  treaty  stipulations  with  the  various  In- 
dian tribes,"  approved  March  2,  1889  (25  Stats.,  1004),  provided  for  the 
extinguishment  of  the  Seminole  Indian  title  in  and  to  certain  lauds  ceded 
by  Article  III  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  said  nation 
of  Indians,  concluded  June  14,  1866,  and  proclaimed  August  16,  same 
year,  and  upon  survey  ascertained  to  contain  2,037,414.62  acres.  Sec- 
tion 13  provided,  that  "lands  acquired  by  the  United  States  under  said 
agreement  shall  be  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  to  be  disposed  of  only 
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as  herein  provided  ; "  that  of  the  lands  sections  lO  and  36  were  reserved 
for  school  purposes ;  that  tlie  remainder  of  the  hinds  slionhl  be  disposed 
of  to  actual  settlers  under  the  homestead  laws  onl^',  except  as  therein 
otherwise  provided,  except  that  section  two  thousand,  three  hundred 
and  one  of  the  lievised  Statutes  should  not  apply.  This  section,  also, 
after  providing  that  entries  should  be  substantially  in  square  form,  and 
that  no  person  should  enter  more  than  one  quarter  section,  used  the 
following  language :  *'  But  until  said  lands  are  opened  for  settlement 
by  proclamation  of  the  President,  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to  enter 
upon  and  occupy  the  same^  and  no  person  violating  this  provision  shall 
ever  be  permitted  to  enter  any  of  said  lauds  or  acquire  any  right  thereto." 
The  section  also  provided  for  entry  of  townsites. 

The  history  of  these  lands  and  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
act  was  passed  should  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  language 
employed  to  arrive  at  a  fair  construction  and  a  just  determination  of 
the  legislative  will. 

The  land  had  been  an  Indian  reservation  and  ceded  by  the  Indians 
under  the  treaty  of  1866.  Provision  for  the  payment  therefor  by  the 
government  was  made  in  the  legislation  above  quoted.  As  long  as  it 
was  an  Indian  reservation,  it  was  not  subject  to  the  intrusion  of  white 
men.  Yet  repeated  attempts  had  been  made  to  take  possession  of  and 
settle  thereon.  The  military  force  of  the  United  States  had  been  re- 
quired to  protect  the  domain  from  illegal  seizure.  The  whole  tract  was 
from  the  beginning  of  these  attempts  obviously  insufficient  to*  meet  the 
demands  of  the  great  number  of  persons  seeking  to  settle  there,  and 
the  quality  of  the  soil  varying  greatly,  each  one  was  desirous  to  obtain 
the  best.  To  the  ordinary  desire  for  homes  was  added  a  fever  of  specu- 
lation. Townsite  locations  were  sought  for  with  extraordinary  avidity, 
not  only  by  those  bent  truly  upon  trade  and  commerce,  but  by  many  a 
pretended  cultivator  of  the  soil.  On  the  first  day  of  July,  1884,  Presi- 
dent Arthur  issued  his  proclamation,  reciting  that  certain  persons  had 
set  on  foot  preparations  for  the  organized  and  forcible  possession  of  the 
Oklahoma  lands,  which  were  recognized  <'  as  Indian  country,  and,  as 
such,  subject  to  occupation  by  Indian  tribes  only.''  He  recited  that  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  provided  for  the  removal  of  persons  residing 
or  found  thereon  without  permission  of  the  Indian  Department,  and 
proceeded  to  admonish  and  warn  all  persons  intending  or  preparing  to 
remove  on  said  lands,  or  into  said  territory,  against  any  attempt  so  to 
do,  and  to  notify  any  and  all  such  persons  who  should  so  offend  that 
they  would  be  speedily  and  immediately  removed  therefrom  by  the 
proper  officers  of  the  Interior  Department,  and,  if  necessary,  by  the 
aid  and  assistance  of  the  military  authorities  of  the  United  States. 

The  state  of  affairs  described  continued  up  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  March  2,  1889.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  law,  the 
President,  on  the  23rd  day  of  March,  1889,  issued  his  proclamation.  It 
mentioned  the  cession  by  the  Indians,  and  recited  in  full  said  section 
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13.  It  declared  aud  made  knowD  that  the  lands  (which  were  particu- 
larly described) 

will,  at  aud  after  the  hour  of  twelve  o'clook,  noon,  of  the  twenty-second  day  of 
April  next,  and  not  before,  be  opened  for  settlement  nnder  the  terms  of  and  sabject 
to  all  the  conditions,  limitations,  and  restrictions  contained  in  said  act  of  Congress 
approved  March  second,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-nine,  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
states  appliable  thereto ; 

and  it  farther  gave  express  warning, 

that  no  person  entering  upou  and  occupying  said  lands  before  said  hour  of  twelve 
o'clock,  noon,  of  the  twenty-second  day  of  April,  A.  D.  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  eighty-nine,  hereinbefore  fixed,  will  ever  be  permitted  to  enter  any  of  said  lands 
or  acquire  any  rights  thereto,  and  the  officers  of  the  United  States  will  be  required  to 
strictly  enforce  the  act  of  Congress  to  the  above  effect. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  proclamation  quotes  the  law  and  that  the 
warning  is  given  in  the  exact  terms  of  the  statute. 

While  the  act  was  pending  in  Congress  and  in  anticipation  of  its 
passage,  the  excitement  about  Oklahoma  greatly  increased.  Great 
numbers  of  persons  approached  the  territory  on  all  sides,  so  as  to  be 
ready  to  rush  in  at  noon  of  the  appointed  day.  The  military  force  of 
the  United  States  had  to  be  used  as  a  patrol  and  guard  on  the  borders 
to  hold  back  the  pressing  multitude.  The  firing  of  cannon  at  different 
points  was  agreed  upon  as  signal  that  the  hour  of  legal  entry  had  ar- 
rived. Families  in  wagons,  individuals  on  horseback,  many  a  foot,  and 
all  in  tense  anticipation  of  the  start,  fringed  long  distances  of  the  ter- 
ritorial borders.  Some  arranged  to  enter  by  the  railroads.  Many  fleet 
horses  were  brought  into  requisition  that  their  owners  might  outstrip 
their  fellows  in  the  race  for  lands  and  lots.  But  in  all  this  multitude, 
coming  from  all  quarters  of  our  country,  the  north  and  south,  east  and 
west,  and  composed  of  as  strong  characters  and  varied  dispositions  as 
weie  ever  before  assembled,  there  was  one  marked  and  most  estimable 
trait  displayed — an  obedience  to  law  and  authority.  In  the  camps,  that 
were  formed  awaiting  the  "opening,"  in  the  inclement  weather,  under 
the  strain  of  great  excitement,  and  with  a  knowledge  that  the  small 
military  force  stretched  out  over  these  long  lines  might  be  easily  evaded, 
there  was  among  these  citizens  a  complete  confidence  in  and  reliance 
upon  the  strength  and  fairness  of  the  government  to  protect  them  from 
imposition  and  fraud,  if  they,  themselves,  would  do  right. 

But  there  were  others  not  so  disposed.  There  were  men  there  who, 
upon  one  pretence  and  another — one  necessity  or  another — had  been 
admitted  within  the  border.  The  railr^vads  required  men  to  preserve 
the  track  and  to  run  the  trains ;  the  military  wagons  were  handled  by 
civilians  engaged  for  the  purpose;  there  were  the  registers  and  receiv- 
ers of  the  land  offices,  with  their  clerks,  there  were  the  United  States 
marshals  and  their  deputies;  and  there  were  many  others  that  had 
evaded  the  troops  and  crept  into  the  domain  without  pretence  of  right, 
jdan^,  in  eacb  of  these  classes,  tl^at  were  iu  the  territory  moaner  than  the 
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law  allowed  for  sach  designs  of  settletneut,  nevertheless  intended  to 
take  advantage  of  their  sitnation  and  anticipate  and  defeat  the  mnlti- 
tade  on  the  borders.  Their  chief  parpose  was  to  get  a  quarter  section 
or  a  town  lot,  and  if  they  had  an  apparently  special  occupation  there, 
the  real  cause  of  their  presence  was  to  get  land.  Many  then,  and  moi« 
since,  have  avowed  their  position.  They  argued  <'  True,  it  may  be,  thai 
until  said  lands  are  opened  to  settlement  by  proclamation  of  the  Presi* 
dent,  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  and  occupy  the  same ;  but 
we  do  not  intend  to  enter  or  occupy  any  land  until  then;  we  are  here, 
within  the  territory,  but  we  are  not  entering  and  occupying  any  tract 
in  particular  just  now ;  one  may  be  standing  on  the  north-east  quarter 
of  a  section  before  noon,  but,  if  he  does  not  step  upon  the  north-west 
quarter  until  after  the  signal,  this  north-west  quarter  he  may  keep,  be- 
cause he  will  not  have  occupied  and  entered  thatj  until  after  the  ap- 
pointed time;  the  words  of  the  law  are  technical,  and  even  if  the  claim- 
ant is  in  the  territory  before  noon,  if  he  does  not  then  claim  the  particu- 
lar tract  he  has  his  eye  on,  and  will  seize  immediately  thereafter,  he  can 
hold  it."  Those  in  by  stealth  maintained  this  position  without  qualifi 
cation;  those  in  permissibly  said,  the  point  of  entry  being  passed,  they 
could  entertain  what  purposes  as  to  settlement  they  chose,  without 
being  affected  by  the  statute.  The  citizens  outside  were  deemed  simply 
unfortunate  not  to  have  been  selected  for  special  duty,  or  very  cowardly 
not  to  catch  the  nearest  way. 

The  law  was  directly  and  forcibly  construed  to  the  contrary  from  the 
beginning.  The  presence  of  the  military  guard,  that  by  order  of  the 
President  appeared  immediately  after  his  proclamation ;  the  advent  of 
the  United  States  marshal,  with  numerous  assistants,  instructed  to 
keep  the  peace  in  connection  with  the  military  force ;  the  very  perraitn 
to  entor  the  territory,  which  so  many  of  these  persona  in  the  territory 
solicited  or  accepted,  and  thereby  acknowledged  to  be  requisite;  the 
admirable  obedience  of  the  great  mass  of  citizens,  who  good-humoredly 
waited  for  the  word  of  permission  from  the  constituted  authorities ; — 
these  and  many  other  acts  of  authority  on  the  one  hand,  and  self-denial 
on  the  other,  at  the  very  time^  gave  a  construction  to  the  law  that  was 
reasonable  and  just,  and  by  which  all  persons  equally  were  forbidden 
to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the  territory  described  in  the  law  and  procla- 
mation before  the  appointed  hour,  for  the  purpose  in  whole  or  in  part 
of  claiming  any  part  thereof  for  settlement 

The  evident  intention  of  Congress  was  to  give  to  all  persons  desiring 
homes  in  Oklahoma  an  equal  chance  to  obtain  them.  The  territory 
was  opened  for  homestead  settlement  to  any  qualified  homesteader, 
but  under  the  same  conditions.  No  partiality  was  intended  to  be  shown 
to  any  individual  or  class  of  individuals.  Those  who  had  been  endeav- 
oring for  years  to  enter  upon  and  occupy  '^  Oklahoma  ^  were  confronted 
by  the  authorty  of  government.  The  statute  meant  to  lay  a  heavy 
Jiand  on  an^  ow  who  pe^rsistecl  \n  tb^  uoUwful  purpose  of  eut^ring 
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npon  or  ooeapying  this  territory  for  settlement.  The  law  was  meant  to 
be  superior  to  the  spirit  of  agression  so  long  prevalent: — ^the  spirit  that 
had  gathered  those  bands  aboat  this  Indian  reservation,  whose  avowed 
purpose  was  to  enter  apon  and  occupy  it,  not  under  the  land  laws  of 
the  United  States,  nor  by  any  law,  but  that  of  the  armed  hand,  and  to 
conform  to  no  statute  or  treaty  until  future  necessity  might  compel. 
The  evil  was  apparent.  The  law  was  meant  to  meet  it  It  condemned 
the  purpose,  and  intended  to  render  it  fruitless. 

The  words  ^^  enter  upon  and  occupy "  are  used  in  their  ordinary 
acceptation.  '^  Enter  "  means  to  come  or  go  into ;  and  ^<  occupy  "  to 
take  in  possession,  or  to  fill  up.  The  language  carefully  avoids  the 
technical  expressions  of  the  homestead  laws,  under  which  titles  are  to 
be  obtained.  In  them,  to  ^<  enter  "  lands,  means  to  make  that  particular 
declaration  in  writing  at  the  land  ofBce  that  is  called  an  *'  entry."  It 
is  a  formal  proceeding  and  somewhat  technical.  In  such  connection, 
the  word  ^*  upon  "  is  not  used  or  appropriate.  It  is  one  thing  to  ^<  enter  ^ 
a  piece  of  land,  and  a  wholly  different  act  to  <^  enter  iipon^  a  great 
domain  like  Oklahoma.  Evidently  the  latter  expression  was  used  to 
prevent  the  people  from  coming  into  the  lands — the  territory — and  can- 
not reasonably  be  restricted  to  a  technical  **  entry  "  of  a  specific  tract. 
So  also  as  to  the  word  <^  occupy."  These  lands  were  formerly  occupied 
by  Indians ;  yet  the  individuals  of  the  tribe  did  not  have  staked  off 
separate  holdings.  One  occupies  a  certain  space  when  he  excludes  for 
the  time  being  another  therefirom.  It  does  not  require  that  he  should 
continue  in  the  same  place  to  say  he  occupies  a  certain  tract,  whether  a 
quarter  section  or  a  territory.  This  depends  upon  his  purpose  and  his 
ability. 

The  language  of  the  law  was  broad  as  it  could  be  made,  prohibiting 
any  one  from  entering  upon  the  lands  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
same.  The  end  sought  by  the  people  was  settlement  This  it  was  that 
would  produce  title;  convert  the  public  domain  into  private  property. 
The  statute's  chief  purpose  was  to  regulate  settlement.  Each  act  of 
the  individual  was  induced  by  his  desire  to  make  settlement  of  a  par- 
ticular piece  of  land,  and  the  statute  declared  that  for  this  purpose  no 
one  should  enter  upon  or  occupy  these  lauds — this  territory — until  they 
are  opened  for  such  ^^  settlement "  by  proclamation  of  the  President.  It 
matters  not  whether  it  is  read  in  the  conjunctive  or  disjunctive ;  whether 
it  is  to  be  read  as  saying  *'  enter  upon  and  occupy  "  or  "  enter  upon  or 
occupy ; "  the  evident  purpose  of  the  law  was  to  prohibit  one  or  another 
entering  the  territory  before  the  proclaimed  hour,  toitha  view  and  pur- 
pose of  settlement  of  any  part  thereof  .  "So  one  could  be  there,  legally 
with  such  purpose,  in  whole  or  in  part.  Whether  there  before  the  time 
by  some  permit  or  without  it,  the  one  who  then  entertained  the  inten- 
tion of  making  a  settlement  and  tx)  use  the  advantage  which  his  presence 
gave,  to  the  exclusion  of  others,  was  violating  the  spirit  of  the  law,  and 

jt  dcietiw^ed  his  claim  wb^n  att^mptedt   If  }\9  ))a4  4ef4«i^  it  before,  be 
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shoald  have  been  expelled;  if  he  exhibited  such  pre-oonceived  purpose 
by  his  subsequent  acts,  he  not  only  could  not  lawfully  claim  any  par- 
ticular tract,  but  forfeited  all  right  to  future  acquisition.  Any  special 
license  to  be  present  must  have  been  for  another  and  entirely  different 
purpose.  No  license  could  be  granted  against  the  statute,  and  no  one 
could  successfully  pervert  his  license  or  special  employment  to  defeat 
the  equal  and  just  operation  of  the  statute  upon  all  alike.  The  permit 
was  exhausted  in  protecting  its  possessor;  it  could  not  be  used  as  a 
weapon  against  others.  The  moment  the  possessor  of  such  special 
privilege  formed  his  purpose  to  take  advantage  of  his  position  for  the 
selection  and  seizure  of  a  tract  of  laud,  his  license  was  valueless,  and 
he  became  a  trespasser  from  that  moment.  To  hold  that  the  few  with 
permits,  or  especially  engaged  within  the  limits  of  these  lands  any  more 
than  those  there  without  license,  could  pick  out  their  claims  in  advance 
of  the  hour  of  opening,  and  pounce  upon  them  at  the  very  moment  the 
signal  was  given  to  the  others  to  start  on  their  long  race,  would  be  to 
support  pretension  and  favoritism  and  punish  honorable  obedience  to 
authority.  It  is  neither  the  law  nor  the  equity  of  the  case,  and  will  not 
be  allowed.  He,  who^  being  within  these  lands  by  special  authority  as 
deputy,  train-hand,  wagon-master,  or  other,  had  the  purpose  to  jump 
upon  a  particular  tract,  and  who  gave  the  evidence  of  his  prior  intent 
by  his  conduct  immediately  thereafter,  violated  the  statute.  Such  per- 
sons had  entered  upon  and  occupied  this  territory  for  the  purpose  of 
settlement — befoie  the  hour  fixed  in  the  proclamation — whatever  license 
they  may  hold  up  or  self-indulgent  and  self-deceiving  pretext  they  may 
now  present.  They  were  not  licensed  or  employed  thus  to  defeat  the  law 
and  injure  their  neighbors. 

Both  classes  were  prohibited  from  acquiring  rights  to  these  lands : 
those  who  were  in  the  territory  at  and  before  the  hour  designated  in 
the  proclamation  without  pretense  or  special  license;  and  those  who 
were  there  by  special  authority,  or  for  a  special  purpose,  but  attempted 
to  pervert  their  presence  to  secure  claims  before  others  held  on  the  bor- 
ders could  arrive,  even  from  the  most  distant  parts  thereof. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  think  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress 
that  a  man  who  happened  to  be  legally  in  the  territory,  but  did  not  use 
his  position  to  his  own  advantage,  or  to  the  disadvantage  of  his  fellow- 
citizens,  should  be  forever  prohibited  from  acquiring  any  rights  in  the 
territory.  Each  case  must  be  determined  upon  its  own  merits  and  evi- 
dence :  but  it  may  be  said  generally,  that  the  presence  in  the  territory 
before  the  opening,  under  the  proclamation,  and  the  actual  settlement 
and  entry  at  the  land  office  must  be  so  widely  and  obviously  separated 
in  every  detail  and  circumstance  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  reason- 
ably conclude  that  the  one  was  the  result  of  the  other,  or  in  any  wise 
dependent  upon  it. 

I  think  it  clearly  appears  that  Mr.  Wood,  though  permissibly  in  the 
territory,  \n  cbarge  of  the  military  trausportatioi^  train,  took  advantage 
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of  his  position  to  seize  upon  the  land  in  controversy,  in  anticipation  of 
the  advent  of  those  who  had  been  held  back.  The  Kingfisher  land  office 
was  already  located  on  the  north  half  of  the  section,  the  north-east 
quarter  of  which  Wood  claims,  and  it  was  then  generally  recognized 
that  there  would  be  a  town  located  on  this  part  of  the  section,  as  it 
since  has  been.  Mr.  Wood  had  been  in  Oklahoma  some  years;  his 
home  was  near  the  militaiy  reservation,  near  Oklahoma  Oity.  He  left 
Oklahoma  April  16th,  in  charge  of  military  transportation,  and  arrived 
at  Gathrie  April  19th.  He  then  started  with  the  train  to  a  point  at  or 
near  Kingfisher,  and  arrived  on  the  evening  of  April  20th,  and  was 
hauling  wood  and  working  there  nntil  noon  April  22nd,  a  mile  east 
and  somewhat  north  of  Kingfisher  United  States  land  office.  He  was 
seen  digging  npon  the  quarter  section  he  now  claims  in  seven  minutes 
and  a  half  after  the  signal  for  the  opening.  He  was  in  advance  of  any- 
one else.  It  was  his  previous  presence  undoubtedly  that  gained  for 
him  the  advantage  he  now  rests  his  claim  to  title  upon. 

Under  the  construction  of  the  law  herein  given,  Mr.  Wood  cannot  be 
allowed  to  do  this.  He  had  entered  upon  and  was  occupying  the  terri- 
tory for  settlement.  Bis  engagement  as  wagoner,  and  his  train,  had 
become  mere  instruments  and  means  by  which  h^  intended  to  secure,  in 
an  unjust  way,  a  most  valuable  quarter  section  of  land,  before  the  others 
arrived.    This  he  was  disqualified  to  do,  and  his  entry  must  be  canceled. 

In  considering  the  case  of  Fossett,  as  he  was  the  first  settler  upon 
the  laud,  and  his  settlement  was  followed  by  residence  and  improve- 
ment, whatever  rights  he  may  have  acquired  were  properly  held  by 
your  office  to  have  attached  at  the  time  of  his  actual  settlement,  and 
not  on  the  following  day,  when  he  made  his  claim  of  record  at  the  local 
office.  His  rights  cannot,  therefore,  be  impaired  by  the  subsequent 
occupation,  on  the  same  day,  of  the  land  embraced  in  his  entry  by  the 
townsite  settlers,  and  had  not  the  integrity  of  his  entry  been  impeached 
by  said  protest,  it  is  clear,  that  as  found  by  your  office,  the  same  should 
remain  intact. 

I  find,  however,  among  the  papers  before  me,  an  affidavit  made  July 
2dd,  1890,  by  J.  P.  Barnard,  one  of  the  said  protestants  against  the 
withdrawal  of  the  appeal  here,  which  charges  collusion  between  one 
Jillett  (Fossett^s  attorney)  the  ^'said  Fossett,  and  said  mayor  and 
council,  and  a  few  of  the  occupants  of  said  quarter-section,"  and 
to  which  is  annexed  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  certified  copy  of  an 
agreement,  made  May  6th,  1890,  by  Fossett's  said  attorney  and  the 
"  townsite  occupants  and  inhabitants,'^  upon  the  said  north-west  quarter, 
to  the  effect  that  the  lots  occupied  by  said  parties  would,  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  Fossett's  entry,  for  a  specified  price,  be  conveyed  to  him,  "in 
case  no  appeal  is  taken  "  from  the  action  of  your  office. 

This  introduces  a  new  element  into  the  case,  indicating  that  Fossett 
did  not  make  his  settlement  in  good  faith  for  homestead  purposes,  but 
for  speculation,  which  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  made  the  subject  of 
2497— VOL  11 ^22 
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inquiry,  to  the  end  that  the  validity  of  his  entry  may  be  properly  deter- 
mined. You  will  accordingly  direct  that  a  hearing  be  had,  at  which 
testimony  will  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not 
he  has  made  or  authorized  any  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  lands,  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  whether  he  made  the  entry  for  speculative  purposes 
or  in  good  faith  as  a  homesteader.  Should  it  be  satisfEU^rily  shown 
that  Fossett  has  made,  or  authorized  any  such  agreement,  or  that  his 
entry  was  speculative,  then  his  entry  must  be  canceled,  otherwise  it 
will  stand  subject  to  his  compliance  with  the  law. 

You  are  further  directed  to  give  notice  of  this  decision  to  the  parties 
and  also  to  the  trustees  of  the  said  townsite,  who  have  been  appointed 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1890,  in  order  that  they  may  appear 
as  parties  to  this  proceeding. 

The  said  townsite  application  for  said  northwest  quarter  will,  pending 
the  investigation  so  ordered,  stand  suspended.  The  decision  appealed 
from  is  modified  accordingly. 

The  proof  submitted  June  12, 1890,  by  Fossett  in  commutation  of  his 
entry,  and  which  is  forwarded  by  your  office  letter  of  July  30, 1890, 
with  the  accompanying  papers  relating  to  the  proceedings  upon  a  pro- 
test by  the  townsite  occupants  against  said  proof,  wherein  it  is  also 
alleged,  inter  alia^  that  Fossett  has  agreed  to  sell  a  number  of  lots  in 
said  northwest  quarter  upon  the  completion  of  his  entry,  is  returned  for 
appropriate  action  by  your  office,  after  the  hearing  ordered  is  had  and 
the  matter  determined. 

PRE-EMPTION  FINAL  PBOOF-MININO  CLAIM— MILL  SITE. 

SiEBBA  Gbande  Mining  Go.  v.  Obawfobd. 

A  pre-emptor  who  elects,  in  the  prSsence  of  an  adverse  claim,  to  make  final  proof 
most  abide  the  result  thereof,  and  sabmit  to  an  order  of  cancellation  in  the  event 
that  said  proof  fails  to  show  compliance  with  law. 

The  use  and  occupancy  of  land  for  the  maintenance  of  pumping  works  necessary  to 
the  operation  of  a  lode  mine  is  such  a  use  as  will  authorize  entry  of  the  land  as 
a  mill  site. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land- Office^ 

/September  18, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Sierra  Mining  Company,  claimant 
for  Sierra  Grande  Mill  Site  IS'o.  2,  lot  No.  532  B  against  James  Orawford 
claimant  under  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No.  2102  on  appeal 
by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  May  2, 1889,  rejecting  its  applica- 
tion for  patent  No.  272,  embracing  <<  Annie  P."  lode  and  the  Sierra 
Grande  mill  site,  and  holding  the  same  for  cancellation  to  the  extent 
of  said  mill  site  portion,  and  allowing  the  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment of  Crawford  to  stand,  subject  to  his  future  compliance  with  the 
law  in  the  matter  of  residence  and  improvement. 
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The  facts  are  as  follows :  James  Gra^ord  filed  pre-emption  declara- 
tory statement  for  the  NE.  i  of  NW.  J,  N.  i  of  NE.  i  of  Sec.  14,  and 
SE.  i  of  8E.  i  of  Sec.  11  in  T.  18  S.,  R.  7  W.,  N.  M.  M.  Las  Graces  N.  M. 
land  district,  on  April  8, 1885  (not  on  March  8  as  stated  by  yon),  al- 
leging settlement  March  1st  of  same  year. 

On  March  24, 1885,  the  Sierra  Grande  Mining  Gompany  located  the 
said  mill  site  No.  2,  containing  4.9  acres  survey  ^^  No.  532  A."  situated 
in  the  SE.  ^of  SE.  i  Sec.  II  same  town  and  range  in  connection  with 
the  ^<  Annie  P"  lode  claim,  located  by  said  company  in  sections  20  and 
29  same  township  and  range.  On  July  3, 1885,  said  company  filed  ap- 
plication for  patent  for  the  ''Annie  P"  lode  claim  and  said  mill  site 
:So.  2. 

On  September  1, 1885,  James  Grawford  filed  protest  against  said  ap- 
plication for  patent  alleging  his  prior  settlement  as  to  said  mill  site, 
and  asking  that  the  issuance  of  patent  be  stayed  until  his  right  to  the 
SE.  i  of  SE.  ^  of  said  section  11  shall  have  been  determined.  On  the 
15th  of  same  month  he  gave  notice  that  he  would  ofter  final  proof  on  his 
declaratory  statement  on  November  2d  following,  and  on  October  29th 
the  said  mining  company  filed  protest  against  said  declaratory  state- 
ment, accompanying  the  same  by  affidavits  and  exhibits,  relating  to  its 
mill  site  claim. 

On  November  2, 1885,  final  proof  was  offered  by  Grawford  (on  usual 
blank  forms)  and  the  hearing  of  the  said  protest  of  said  company 
and  the  taking  of  further  proof,  and  proof  as  to  said  mill  site  claim  was 
continued  until  March  5, 1886,  and  on  January  18th  following  said  con- 
tinuancCf  said  company  filed  a  contest  against  said  declaratory  state- 
ment of  Grawford,  as  to  the  several  tracts  covered  thereby,  and  on 
January  25th  Grawford  was  served  personally  with  notice  thereof  and 
that  the  charge  alleged  in  said  contest  was  '<  fraud  and  non-compli- 
ance with  law." 

On  March  5, 1886,  the  parties  appeared  with  witnesses  and  counsel 
and  testimony  relating  to  the  several  matters  in  issue  (and  covering  650 
pages)  was  taken,  and  the  local  officers  upon  consideration  of  the  record 
and  testimony,  found  that  the  entryman,  Grawford,  had  wholly  failed 
by  acts  of  settlement,  residence  or  improvement  to  comply  with  the 
law,  or  manifest  good  faith  and  they  recommend  his  entry  for  can- 
cellation, and  further  that  the  mill  site  No.  2  be  passed  to  patent,  from 
which  said  decision  Grawford  appealed  to  your  office,  and  on  May  2, 
1889,  you  passed  upon  said  case  and  found  from  the  testimony  substan- 
tially the  laches  referred  to  by  the  local  officers,  and  that  the  facts 
proven  '^  are  not  such  as  entitle  Grawford  to  make  payment  and  entry," 
but  you  do  not  think  that  fraud  or  bad  faith  is  proven,  and  as  Grawford 
had  been  in  this  country  only  six  months  and  had  testified  that  he 
thought  he  was  making  a  sufficient  compliance  with  law,  you  held  his 
filing  subject  to  his  future  compliance  with  law  in  the  matter  of  resi- 
dence and  improvement,  and  coming  to  the  consideration  of  the  claim 
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of  Siorra  Grande  Mining  Company  on  its  application  for  patent  No.  272, 
einbraciDg  the  **  Annie  P."  lode  and  the  Sierra  Grande  Mill  site  No.  2, 
.you  found  that — '^  There  appears  no  use  or  occupation  of  the  mill  site 
tract  as  contemplated  by  the  statutes,  section  2337  R.  S.  The  mill  site 
is  used  solely  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  water,  through  pipes  to  the 
company's  claims,  the  ^  Annie  P.'  and  others.  This  does  not  satisfy  the 
statutes.  Case  of  Charles  Lenning  (5  L.  D.,  190) ;  Cyprus  Mill  Site  (6 
L.  D.,  706) "  and  rejected  the  application  for  patent  and  held  it  for 
cancellation  to  the  extent  of  said  mill  site  portion.  From  this  decision 
the  said  company  appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  tract  in  controversy  was  included  in  the  grant  to  the  Texas  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  by  act  of  March  3, 1871,  but  by  act  of  February  28, 
1885,  the  grant  was  forfeited  and  the  land  restored  to  the  public  domain, 
subject  to  disposal  under  the  general  laws  of  the  United  States.  Notice 
of  this  restoration  was  given  by  publication  on  March  25, 1885. 

I  shall  consider  first  the  claim  of  Crawford  : 

The  testimony  in  relation  to  his  pre-emption  filing  shows  the  follow- 
ing state  of  facts :  He  had  been  in  this  country  about  six  months  prior 
to  March  4, 1885,  and  had  lived  with  his  half  brother,  Thomas  Inglis, 
adjoining  Sec.  14,  and  on  said  day  he  purchased  of  one  Foster  Cain  bis 
interests  in  the  E.  i  of  NW.  i  and  W.  i  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  14  in  said 
township  and  range  with  the  improvements  thereon — paying  $50  con- 
sideration, and  taking  a  quit  claim  deed  therefor.  The  improvements 
consisted  of  a  box-house,  a  well,  two  acres  of  breaking  and  an  uncer- 
tain interest  in  some  line  fence.  The  house  was  twelve  by  fourteen  feet. 
It  had  a  shingle  roof,  dirt  floor,  one  door,  but  no  window  and  no  fire- 
place or  chimney ;  the  well  was  sixteen  feet  deep;  the  breaking  had 
not  been  cultivated  for  several  years,  and  the  fence  was  in  poor  condi- 
tion and  claimed  by  Inglis.  On  March  5,  (not  March  1st  as  stated), 
Cain  gave  possession  of  the  premises ;  he  left  in  the  house  an  old  wire 
bed  spring  and  some  empty  boxes,  but  carried  away  from  the  well  the 
windlass,  rope  and  bucket.  Crawford^  on  taking  possession,  by  way  of 
repairs,  leveled  the  dirt  floor  of  the  house  a  little,  covered  up  the  well 
to  keep  his  cattle  and  those  of  Inglis  from  falling  into  it,  set  a  few  posts 
in  the  fence  where  they  were  down,  straightened  up  the  wires  and  drove 
a  few  staples.  These  are  substantially  all  the  improvements  that  he 
claims  to  have  made  on  the  laud  and  constitute  his  acts  of  settlement. 

In  the  matter  of  cultivation,  he  says  that  he  re-plowed  and  sowed 
corn  on  the  broken  ground,  but  never  cultivated  it,  and  gathered  no 
grain  from  it ;  it  was  uninclosed,  and  the  cattle,  that  ran  at  large  upon 
it  destroyed  the  crop  as  it  came  up.  In  the  matter  of  residence,  the 
testimony  as  to  his  sleeping  in  the  house  is  conflicting,  but  the  pre- 
ponderance shows  that  he  only  went  to  the  house  to  sleep  occasionally, 
generally  taking  some  one  with  him,  who  would  be  convenient  as  a 
witness  to  testify  that  he  had  slept  in  the  house.  The  carpenter  who 
worked  at  Inglis'  house,  making  repairs  during  a  large  i)art  of  May  and 
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June  1885,  says  that  Crawford  lived  there,  sleeping,  eating  and  con- 
ducting himself  as  one  of  the  family.  Crawford  testifies  that  on  some 
Sundays  he  took  milk  from  Inglis  and  cold  provisions,  and  went  to  the 
land  and  ate  in  the  house,  that  he  kept  some  canned  meats,  etc.,  there. 
Hq  says  he  built  one  fire  in  the  house,  soon  after  he  took  possession, 
for  the  purpose  of  drying  the  floor  and  burning  up  the  rubbish  and 
shavings  that  Cain  had  left,  but  this  is  the  only  time  that  he  ever  built 
a  fire  in  or  about  the  house.  He  had  no  facilities  for  cooking,  no  stove 
or  cooking  utensils,  no  table  or  dishes,  in  fact  no  appliances  for  house- 
keeping. He  claims  to  have  kept  his  trunk  and  clothing  at  this  house, 
but  on  April  2,  when  he  wished  to  show  his  deed  to  the  surveyor  they 
went  to  Inglis'  house  and  he  there  took  it  out  of  his  trunk.  The  neigh- 
bors who  visited  Inglis'  from  time  to  time  during  the  summer,  testify 
that  Crawford  worked,  ate  and  slept  there,  and  in  fact  the  testimony 
is  overwhelming  that  he  had  no  residence  elsewhere. 

Crawford  and  Inglis  were  partners  in  the  cattle  business.  Inglis 
was  to  give  him  half  the  increase  and  furnish  and  keep  him  (^'  board 
and  washing")  and  he  was  to  have  *'  a  few  dollars  "  as  he  wanted  money, 
this  to  be  taken  into  account  at  annual  settlement.    Crawford  says : 

In  November  we  started  to  brand  the  cattle  and  we  sort  o'  disagreed  in  regard  to 
the  money  he  liad  given  me,  so  he  told  me  he  would  give  me  so  much  a  month  for  the 
time  I  had  worked  and  put  in  my  board  and  washing  into  it,  and  I  said  all  right. 

They  settled  for  the  time  from  January  1885  on  this  basis,  and  Craw- 
ford continued  to  live  at  Inglis'  working  by  the  month.  He  gives  his 
occupation  as  that  of  "cow-boy."  Cain  was  a  "prospector";  he  was 
going  away  and  wanted  to  sell  his  improvements  on  his  tract.  Inglis 
and  Crawford  had  been  herding  on  it,  and  needed  it  as  an  annex  to 
Inglis'  ranch,  not  as  a  home  for  Crawford.  They  bought  the  improve- 
ments, evidently  to  keep  the  land  open  for  grazing;  they  allowed  Cain 
to  take  away  the  fixtures  to  the  well  and  they  put  timber  and  earth 
over  the  top  of  it,  because  it  was  useless  to  them,  and  they  made  no 
improvements  on  the  house  because  it  was  not  intended  that  Crawford 
should  live  there..  This  is  one  of  the  badges  of  fraud  attaching  to  this 
claim. 

The  testimony  shows  that  this  settlement,  such  as  it  was,  was  on  the 
B.  i  NW.  J  and  W.  i  NE.  J  of  Sec.  14,  and  not  on  the  land  in  contro- 
versy. When  he  had  the  survey  made  on  April  2,  1885,  he  included 
the  SB.  i  of  SB.  i  of  Sec.  11  and  NE.  |  of  NB.  i  of  Sec.  14,  abandoning 
the  south  half  of  the  land  he  bought  of  Cain.  The  NE.  i  of  NE.  |  of 
Sec.  14,  is  very  rough,  stony,  poor  land,  with  the  exception  of  a  small 
parcel  of  it ;  and  Crawford  hesitated  about  including  it  in  the  survey 
until  informed  by  the  surveyor  that  the  SB.  J  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  11 
would  not  be  considered  contiguous  to  the  NW.  ^  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  14, 
and  that  to  cover  the  tract  on  which  the  pumps  were  situated,  and 
which  he  wanted,  he  would  have  to  take  in  the  rough  "  40  acrea";  and 
then  it  was  that  he  concluded  to  include  it  in  his  declaratory  statement 
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Ro  that  he  could  cover  tlie  tract  on  which  were  the  pumps  and  build- 
ings of  the  mining  company. 

After  the  land  was  restored  and  after  the  company  had  filed  on  the 
mill  site,  Crawford  filed  on  his  tract  alleging  settlement  March  1st  and 
it  is  very  apparent  that  this  was  done  to  throw  a  cloud  upon  the  mill-site 
claim.  Crawford  told  a  witness  that  he  intended  to  hold  it  and  get 
(20,000  from  the  company.  Inglis  did  not  testify  in  the  case,  he  had 
evidently  been  using  Crawford,  as  a  mere  tool  to  hold  the  Cain  land  for 
grazing  purposes,  and  the  changing  of  the  tracts  after  the  land  was  re- 
stored was  a  mere  experiment,  a  matter  of  speculation  purely,  and  this 
is  another  badge  of  fraud  which  attaches  to  the  Crawford  claim. 

The  well  settled  rule  that  ''  Ignorance  of  law  will  not  excuse"  can 
not  be  set  aside  in  this  case,  besides  "  A  pre-emptor  who  in  the  presence 
ol  an  adverse  claim  elects  to  make  final  proof  must  abide  the  result 
thereof,  and  submit  to  an  order  of  cancellation  in  the  event  that  his 
proof  fails  to  show  compliance  with  the  law."  Hults  i?.Leppin  (7  L.D, 
483.) 

This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of  the  application  for  patent  for  the 
mill  si  te  and  the  protest  of  Crawford  against  the  same.  Crawford's  declar- 
atory statement  having  been  disposed  of  the  question  of  priority  is  set- 
tled, and  it  only  remains  to  be  seen  whether  under  the  statute  and 
departmental  regulations  and  rulings  the  Sierra  Grande  Mining  Com- 
pany is  entitled  to  patent  for  the  4.9  acres  of  land  located,  surveyed 
and  appropriated  by  it,  as  a  mill  site,  in  connection  with  the  '^  Annie 
P."  lode  claim.  There  is  no  question  as  to  the  said  company  enjoying 
the  use  and  occupation,  for  mining  purposes,  of  a  vein  or  lode,  located, 
surveyed  and  called  the  ^'Annie  P."  lode,  and  that  it  has  taken  steps 
to  obtain  title  thereto,  and  that  the  4.9  acres  fulfills  the  conditions  of  a 
mill  site  tract,  if  iLsedskS  such  in  conliection  with  said  lode  3  but  yon 
decide  that  it  is  not  being  used  as  a  mill  site  but  <<  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  water  through  pipes,"  etc.  The  company  procured  a  deed 
from  Dan  Duncan  for  three  acres  of  this  land  in  1881,  and  in  that  and 
following  years,  at  a  cost  of  $50,000  it  placed  thereon  an  engine  and 
pump  house,  and  placed  a  valuable  engine  and  pumps  therein,  and 
erected  houses  for  its  engineers  and  pumpmen  to  live  in,  and  surrounded 
the  tract  by  a  post  and  wire  fence  and  from  thence  laid  pipes  to  said 
'*Atjnie  P."  mine,  to  carry  water  to  it.  It  is  shown  that  the  water  thus 
carried  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the  operation  of  said  mine,  being  used 
to  operate  its  mill  since  1882.  When  the  land  was  declared  forfeited 
and  restored  to  the  public  domain,  its  deed  from  Duncan  was  rendered 
invalid,  and  it  immediately  proceeded  under  statutory  provisions  and 
the  departmental  regulations  to  procure  a  title  from  the  government  to 
the  three  acres  and  an  additional  1.9  acre,  and  it  substantially  complied 
with  the  requirements  necessary  to  procure  a  patent,  but  the  substance 
of  the  matter  is  the  use  to  which  it  applied  the  land. 

The  Charles  Lennig  case,  supra^  was  fully  discussed  and  followed  by 
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Acting  Secretary  Maldrow  in  the  Cyprus  Mill  site  case  supra.  I  quote 
from  the  latter  case- 
in the  case  of  Charles  Lennig  {8Upra)  this  Department  held  that  said  section  3337 
contemplated  the  aotnal  nse  or  occapation  by  improvement  or  otherwise,  for  min- 
ing or  milling  purposes  of  the  land ;  that  under  the  second  clause  of  said  act  the 
right  to  a  patent  of  a  mill-site  depends  upon  the  existence  on  the  land  of  a  quartz  mill 
or  reduction  works }  that  under  the  first  clause  of  said  section  '  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  land  be  actually  a  mill-site ;  that  the  use  or  occupation  of  the  land  for  mining 
or  milling  purposes  is  the  only  pre-requisite  to  a  patent ;  that  the  use  of  the  land  *  for 
depositing  tailings  or  storing  ores,  or  for  shops  or  houses  for  his  workmen,  or  for  col- 
lecting water  to  run  his  quartz  mill, would  be  using  it  for 

mining  or  milling  parposes; '  that  the  occupation  for  mining  or  milling  purposes  as 
distinguished  from  nse,  must  be  more  than  mere  naked  possession,  and  that  such  occu- 
pation must  be  shown  by  '  outward  and  visible  signs  of  the  applicant's  good  faith ;' 
also  that  where  the  applicant  is  not  actually  using  the  land  *  he  must  show  such 
an  occupation  by  improvements  or  otherwise  as  evidences  an  intended  use  of  the  tract 
in  good  faith  for  mining  or  milling  purposes.' 

In  the  Leunig  case  it  will  be  observed  that  Leunig  purchased  '^  that 
certain  water  right  and  water  privilege  "  by  which  grant  the  water  of  a 
certain  spring  could  be  conducted  by  a  ditch  to  land  other  than  that  of 
the  proprietor  and  there  used.  Lennig  had  no  right  to  use  or  occupy 
the  land  except  to  cut  and  maintain  the  ditch,  he  could  not  erect  any 
structure  thereon,  his  right  was  a  mere  easement  in  the  water  and  the 
right  to  flow  it  off  the  land,  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  patenta- 
ble as  a  mill-sit'C.  In  the  Cyprus  mill-site  case  the  Frisco  Mining  and 
Smelting  Company  took  possession  of  a  spring  that  had  formerly  sup- 
plied the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Bradshaw  with  water  and  dug  it 
out,  encased  it  with  masonry,  furnished  it  with  a  <^  two  hand  "  pump  and 
horse  pump,  and  carried  the  water  away  to  be  used  by  its  employes  for 
domestic  purposes  in  houses,  stables  etc.  It  was  held  that  this  use  of 
the  water  "  for  mining  purposes  ^  was  too  remote,  to  entitle  the  com- 
pany to  a  patent  for  the  land  as  a  mill-site.  It  is  certainly  very  appar- 
ent that  in  the  case  at  bar  the  claimant  presents  an  entirely  different 
state  of  facts  than  those  presented  in  either  of  those  cases.  Here  we 
find  actual  occupation  of  th^  land,  with  lasting  and  valuable  improve- 
ments. It  is  true  the  company  consumes  only  the  water,  but  it  occu- 
pies and  uses  the  land  in  connection  with  its  lode  mine,  and  such  use  is 
necessary  to  the  operating  of  the  mine. 

Having  considered  the  record  and  testimony  in  the  case,  I  conclude 
that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  first  clause  of  section  2337  B.  S. 
are  fully  satisfied  so  far  as  the  tue  to  which  this  land  is  applied  is  in 
issue,  and  in  so  holding  I  am  supported  by  the  cases  above  mentioned 
as  well  as  by  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Le  Neve  Mill  Site  (9  L.  D.,  460). 

Tour  decision  is  accordingly  reversed.  The  pre-emption  filing  of 
Crawford  is  canceled  and  his  protest  against  said  mill-site  dismissed. 
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HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— IlEI^NQUISHMENT. 

Cleveland  v.  Nobth. 

A  relinquishment  of  an  entry,  framed  in  terms  of  absolnte  and  unconditional  sarren- 
der  of  all  righte  claimed  thereunder,  is  not  limited  or  modified  in  its  operation 
by  the  written  statement  therein  that  such  relinquishment  is  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  a  new  eutry  in  lieu  of  the  one  relinquished. 

Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  concurring  decisions  of  the  local  and  general  land 
offices,  on  questions  of  fact,  are  generally  accepted  as  conclusive  by  the  Depart- 
ment. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  26, 1890. 

I  have  coDsidered  the  case  of  SpeDcer  I.  Cleveland  v.  William  North 
npon  appeal  by  both  parties  from  your  office  decision  of  February  12, 
1889,  holding  for  cancelliition  the  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  of 
said  North,  and  denying  the  priority  of  said  Cleveland's  homestead 
claim  and  refusing  to  re-instate  said  homestead  claim  for  the  NE.  :|  of 
the  NB.  i  and  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  of 
Sec.  10,  T.  10  S.,  R.  19  W.,  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  15fch  day  of  September,  1884,  William 
North  filed  his  pre  emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land  and  on 
the  20th  day  of  October,  1884,  Spencer  I.  Cleveland  made  homestead 
entry  of  the  same  tract  which,  on  the  30th  of  January,  1885,  was  can- 
celed by  relinquishment. 

On  the  3d  day  of  February,  1885,  said  Cleveland  filed  his  affidavit  of 
contest  against  said  North's  pre  emption  claim,  alleging  as  grounds : 

I.  That  he,  Cleveland,  is  in  possession  of  and  residing  on  said  land  and  has  valaable 
improvements  thereon. 

IT.  That  at  the  time  of  his  alleged  settlem  ent  on  said  lands,  to  wit,  September  II, 
1884,  North  was  not  a  qualified  pre- emptor,  that  he  was  then  residing  on  a  tract,  of 
school  lands  as  a  settler  under  the  school  lands  of  Kansas,  and  that  he  has  since  proved 
np  and  acquired  title  to  said  school  lauds. 

III.  That  he  fraudulently  obtained  a  relinquishment  from  complainant  of  his  said 
homestead  No.  7078  which  he  avers  is  fraudulent  aud  which  was  never  delivered  by 
affiant  to  North. 

IV.  That  claiming  said  land  as  a  pre-emptor  he.  North,  had  then  forcible  poeses- 
sion  of  it  in  violation  of  law.  That  his  H'  d  claim  is  prior  and  superior  to  that  of 
North's  D.  S.,  and  asks  permission  to  prove  it. 

This  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  and  upon  the  ap< 
peal  of  North  to  your  office,  you,  after  considering  the  case  directed  the 
local  officers  to  order  a  hearing  on  said  contest.  This  they  did  and  set 
the  hearing  for  March  18, 1886,  at  which  both  parties  appeared  and  in- 
troduced their  evidence.  Considering  the  same  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver found  that  North  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  and  that  Cleve. 
land's  homestead  right  has  been  forfeited ;  first,  by  failure  on  his  part 
to  establish  and  maintain  a  residence  on  the  land,  second,  by  sale  and 
relinquishment. 
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From  their  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office  wliere  on  the 
12th  day  of  February,  1889,  the  decision  appealed  from  was  modified  by 
holding  that  said  contest "  should  not  be  dismissed,  because  of  the  in- 
terest of  the  government  hearing."    And  your  office  further  found  that 

wbilo  all  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  haye  not  been  proven,  a  Bufflcient  nnm- 
ber  have  been  to  snstain  it  as  against  North.  Cleveland  is  allowed  no  preference 
right  of  entry,  however,  because  be  deliberately  relinquished  all  the  right  he  had  in 
said  land.  Your  decision  is,  therefore,  modifted  as  above  indicated.  Tbe  declaratory 
statement  of  William  North  is  hereby  held  for  cancellation,  the  priority  and  superior- 
ity of  Spencer  I.  Cleveland's  homestead  claim  denied,  and  its  re-in statement  disal- 
lowed. 

From  your  office  decision  both  parties  appeal. 

In  view  of  the  conclusion  I  reach  in  the  case,  after  examining  the 
entire  record,  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  enter  into  a  discussion  of 
the  several  errors  assigned  by  the  respective  parties ;  however,  there 
is  one  which  seems  to  require  some  discussion  in  order  properly  to  meet 
the  claims  urged.  It  is  the  second  error  assigned  by  the  appellant 
Cleveland,  which  is  in  effect :  That  your  office  erred  in  finding  from  the 
evidence  that  plaintifl:  ever  made  an  unconditional  relinquishment  or 
ever  delivered  such  relinquishment.  All  the  witnesses  agree  that  a  re- 
linquishment was  made,  but  it  is  claimed  and  strenuously  insisted  upon 
by  counsel  for  Cleveland,  that  it  was  conditional,  and  that  the  condition 
was  struck  out  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  maker.  Said 
relinquishment  was  written  upon  the  back  of  the  receivers'  duplicate 
receipt  for  Cleveland's  entry  and  duly  acknowledged.  It  was  introduced 
in  evidence  and  read  as  follows : 

I  hereby  relinquish  all  my  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  within  described 
tract  of  land  to  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

Then  follows  the  following  words  through  which  a  pen  with  red  ink 
lias  been  drawn :  <<  For  the  purpose  of  making  a  new  entry  in  lieu  of 
his  said  homestead  No.  7078.'' 

With  these  words  considered  as  a  part  ofthe  relinquishment  it  is  hard 
to  conceive  how  it  could  have  been  framed  in  more  absolute  and  uncon- 
ditional terms.  The  language  preceding  the  words  so  stricken  out^, 
clearly  constitute  an  absolute  and  unconditional  surrender  of  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  land. 

The  words  stricken  out  do  not  in  any  way  modify,  suspend,  defeat,  or 
limit  the  relinquishment.  On  the  contrary,  they  simply  express  the 
purpose,  or  intention  to  do  something  in  the  future,  to  wit,  to  make  a 
new  entry  in  lien  of  the  one  relinquished.  In  no  sense  could  the  words 
stricken  out  be  held  to  attach  a  condition  to  the  relinquishment  pre- 
ceding them. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  relinquishment  was  never  delivered  by  Cleve- 
land, and  therefore,  was  not  binding  on  him ;  on  this  point  the  evidence 
is  conflicting,  the  local  officers  and  your  office  concurred  in  finding 
against  him,  such  finding  will  be  accepted  as  conclusive  by  the  Depart- 
ment.   Chichester  v.  Allen  (9  L.  D.,  302) ;  Conley  v.  Price  (9  L.  D.,  490). 
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I  have  carefally  examined  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  which  is 
quite  volaminons,  and  I  find  the  facts  to  be  sabstantially  as  stated  in 
the  decision  appealed  from  and  I  find  no  reversible  error  in  your  con- 
clusion, or  reason  for  disturbing  your  judgment.  It  is,  therefore,  af- 
firmed. 


PRACTICE— CERTIORABI  -.fMENDMKNT, 

Peterson  t?.PoRT. 

An  application  for  certiorari,  denied  on  account  of  its  informality,  can  not  be  amended 
bnt  is  no  bar  to  a  new  application. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  September  30, 1890. 

This  Department  is  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  John  H.  Hickox  jr.^ 
transmitting  an  affidavit  which  he  a«ks  to  have  considered,  nunc  pro 
tunc,  in  connection  with  the  application  for  certiorari,  in  the  case  of 
Catherine  Peterson  v,  George  W.  Fort. 

The  decision  of  September  4, 1890  (11  L.  D.,  238),  denying  the  appli- 
cation is  not  a  bar  to  a  new  application  as  the  petition  was  not  consid- 
ered on  its  merits.  There  is  nothing,  however,  before  this  Department, 
whereof  to  make  amendment.  He  will  be  allowed  to  file  new  applica- 
tion, and  npon  the  same  being  filed,  with  proof  of  notice  to  the  adverse 
party  of  the  same,  it  will  receive  due  consideration. 

Please  notify  Mr.  Hickox  hereof. 


PRACTICE— AFFIDAVIT  OF  CONTBST-CONTINTTANrCB. 

GEBHABD  V.  CONLON. 

Tbe  dismissal  of  a  contest  is  not  warranted  by  the  fact  that  the  affidavit  of  contest  is 
not  dated. 

The  continuance  of  a  case  from  day  to  day,  with  tbe  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
partiies  theretO|  precludes  subsequent  objection  to  such  action. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  September  30, 1890. 

The  record  in  the  case  of  Henry  D.  Gebhard  v.  James  Oonlon  shows 
that  on  April  18, 1881,  Oonlon  made  homestead  en  try  of  theNE.  ^,  Sec. 
2,  T.  137,  E.  66,  Fargo,  Dakota. 

September  30,  1886,  Gebhard  initiated  contest  against  the  same, 
alleging  that  Gonlon  had  wholly  abandoned  said  tract ;  had  changed  his 
residence  therefrom  for  more  than  six  months  since  making  the  entry ; 
that  said  tract  was  not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  as  required  by  law 
and  that  he  had  never  established  a  bona  fide  residence  on  said  land. 
This  affidavit  of  contestant  is  without  date. 
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The  aflfidavit  of  the  corroborating  witness  thereto  is  dated  September 
29, 1886.  The  notice  to  claimant  bears  date  September  30, 1886,  and  is 
made  returnable  November  9th  of  the  same  year. 

On  said  last  date  both  parties  appeared,  attended  by  coansel,  and 
defendant's  attorney  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  because  the  affidavit 
of  (rebhard  was  not  dated.  This  motion  was  overruled  by  the  local 
officers,  and  exceptions  taken  thereto. 

The  record  shows  no  farther  action  in  the  case  until  November  12th, 
three  days  later,  at  which  time  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  filed  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  contest  for  want  of  prosecution.  This  motion 
was  overruled,  and  exceptions  noted. 

The  testimony  was  then  proceeded  with,  and,  after  plaintiff's  wit-, 
nesses  had  been  examined,  counsel  for  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the 
contest,  because  the  allegations  thereof  were  not  sustained  by  the  tes- 
timony offered  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  This  motion  was  also  over- 
ruled, and  exceptions  duly  taken  by  defendant.   - 

The  defendant's  counsel  chose  to  stand  upon  these  three  motions,  and 
no  witnesses  were  introduced  nor  testimony  submitted  by  him. 

Some  time  later  (the  exact  date  not  appearing),  the  register  and 
receiver  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  The  parties  in 
interest  were  notified  of  this  decision  February  7, 1887,  and  Gonlon  duly 
appealed,  and  your  predecessor  by  his  letter  of  February  13, 1889,  re- 
versed the  action  of  the  local  officers  and  dismissed  the  contest,  and 
now  the  plaintiff*,  Oebhard,  appeals  to  this  Department. 

Your  office  decision  is  based  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  testimony 
to  support  the  allegations  of  contest  and  sustains  the  action  of  the 
register  and  receiver  in  overruling  the  first  and  second  motions  above 
set  forth. 

This  action  of  the  local  officers  was  right.  The  objection  that  the 
affidavit  of  contest  was  not  dated  is  purely  technical  and  of  no  force. 

The  affidavit  is  in  the  nature  of  information  to  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver that  the  law  is  not  being  complied  with,  and  is  the  bajsis  of  notice 
to  the  claimant  in  default.  The  notice  is  the  warrant  that  ^^  recites  the 
offense,"  and  informs  the  claimant  of  the  charges  against  him,  and 
gives  jurisdiction  to  the  local  officers.  Seitz  v.  Wallace,  6  L.  D.,  299. 
This  notice  was  properly  dated. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution  was  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing facts,  as  appears  from  report  of  the  register  and  receiver: 

On  the  return  day  of  the  complaint  ^November  9, 1886,)  all  parties 
herein  appeared,  with  their  counsel.  The  case  of  Henry  Dratt  r.  John 
J.  Gonlon  was  pending  before  the  local  officers,  and  was  set  for  hearing 
on  the  same  day  and  at  the  same  hour.  For  some  reason,  presumably 
by  consent,  the  case  of  Dratt  v.  Gonlon  was  taken  up,  and  the  trial  oc- 
cupied three  days  time,  not  being  completed  until  the  12th  of  November. 
The  attorneys  for  the  defendant  herein  were  also  the  attorneys  for  John 
J.  Oonlon,  and  were  present  in  court  attending  to  his  interests  in  his 
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said  trial,  during  which  the  case  at  bar  was  of  necessity  held  in  abey- 
ance, awaiting  the  determination  of  the  case  of  Dratt  v.  Gonlon,  which 
occapied  the  attention,  not  only  of  the  officers,  but  of  the  lawyers  as 
well,  the  same  lawyers  being  employed  in  both  cases.  While  the  Dratt 
and  Gonlon  case  was  thus  being  tried,  no  entry  was  made  on  the  docket 
or  trial  record  of  the  office  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  because  of  the  ab- 
sence of  an  entry  of  continuance  to  a  day  fixed,  or  from  day  to  day, 
daring  the  pendency  as  aforesaid  of  the  other  case,  the  attorneys  for 
Conlon  in  the  Gebhard  to.  Gonlon  case,  on  the  third  day  and  daring  the 
progress  of  the  Dratt-Gonlon  case,  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  at  bar  for 
^^  want  of  prosecution,"  because,  I  presume,  the  case  had  been  setfor  the 
9th  of  November,  and  the  12th  of  November  had  arrived  and  it  had  not 
yet  been  taken  up  for  trial.  The  motion,  considered  in  connection  with 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  made  was  frivolous  and  did  not 
deserve  to  be  entertained  by  the  officers.  The  attorneys  who  filed  it 
had  been  in  court  during  all  the  time  the  other  case  had  been  on  trial, 
participating  therein,  and  had  raised  no  objection  to  the  disposition  made 
of  the  case  at  bar.  No  rights  of  the  defendant  were  prejudiced  thereby, 
and  if  it  were  necessary,  under  the  circumstances,  to  note  on  the  trial 
docket  (which  I  do  not  hold  it  to  be)  such  continuance  from  day  to  day, 
the  fact  that  this  was  not  noted  is  not  the  fault  of  contestant,  and  such 
continuance  was  had  with  the  full  knowledge  and  consent  of  defendant's 
attorneys,  and  they  should  not  thereafter  be  heard  to  object.  Smith  v. 
Johnson,  9  L.  D.,  255. 


CIRCITLAIt-ENTRT  BY  EMPLOYE  OF  THE  GENERAL  LAND  OFFICE. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  D,  0.,  September  15, 1890. 
To  the  Officers  and  EmploySs  of  the  Land  Department. 
Gentlemen:  Section  452  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that — 

The  officers,  clerks,  and  employes  in  .the  General  Land  Office  are  prohibited  from 
directly  or  indirectly  parchasing  or  becoming  interested  in  the  purchase  of  any  of  the 
public  land ;  and  any  person  who  violates  this  section  shall  forthwith  be  Temoved  from 
his  office. 

The  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  the  case  of  Herbert 
McMicken  et  al.  (10  L.  D.,  97 ;  11  L.  D.,  96),  has  decided  that  the  dis- 
qualification to  enter  public  lands,  contained  in  said  section,  extends  to 
officers,  clerks^  and  employ6s  in  any  of  the  branches  of  the  public  service 
under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  relating  to  the  survey  and 
sale  of  the  public  lands. 

In  accordance  veith  said  decision,  all  officers,  clerks,  and  employes  in 
the  offices  of  the  surveyors-general,  the  local  land  offices,  and  the  Gen- 
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eral  Land  OfiSce,  or  any  persons,  wherever  located,  employed  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  are,  during 
such  employment,  prohibited  from  entering,  or  becoming  interested,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  in  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States. 

Very  respectfnly, 

Lewis  A.  Oboff, 

CommisHaner. 
Approved : 

Geo.  Chandler, 

Acting  Secretary, 


PBACTICE— PETITION  FOB  BE-BEVIEW— APPLICATION  FOB  HEABING. 

SpICEB  ET  AL.  V.  KOBTHEBN  PACIFIC  R.  E.  CO. 

A  petition  for  re-review  should  present  facts  or  questions  of  law  not  previously  eon- 
sidered  or  involved  in  the  case. 

An  application  for  a  hearing  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  calls  for  the 
exercise  of  his  discretionary  authority,  and  it  is  therefore  Just  and  proper  that  he 
should,  in  such  a  case,  be  fully  informed  as  to  all  facts  connected  with  the  subject 
matter,  and  determine,  after  a  consideration  of  the  whole  subject,  whether  such 
facts  demand  action. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  October 

1.  1890. 

The  attorney  for  Spicer  et  al.  has  filed  a  motiou  for  review  of  depart- 
mental decision  of  July  17, 1800,  in  the  case  of  R.  E.  Spicer  et  al,  v, 
Northern  Pacific  K.  E.  Co.  (11 L.  D.,  60)  involving  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  19, 
T.  25  K,  E.  43  E.,  Spokane  Falls,  Washington. 

Tbe  decision  thns  complained  of  was  rendered  npon  a  motion  for  re- 
view of  departmental  decision  of  April  12,  1890  (10  L.  D.,  440),  and 
hence  the  present  motion  is  in  the  natare  of  a  petition  for  a  re-review. 

Service  of  notice  ^f  the  filing  of  this  motion  was  not  properly  shown 
in  accordance  with  the  rnles  of  practice  requiring  such  service  to  be 
made  personally  or  by  registered  letter,  bat  inasmuch  as  the  attorneys 
for  the  opposing  parties  have  seen  fit  to  oppose  the  granting  of  said  mo- 
tion on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  authorized  by  the  rules  of  practice,  and 
of  its  insuflSciency,  without  objection  to  the  service,  they  have  placed 
themselves  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department,  and  waived  the 
qaestion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice. 

This  motion  does  not  come  up  to  the  requirements  prescribed  for  pe- 
titions for  re-review  as  laid  down. in  the  case  of  Neff  v.  Cowhick  (8  L. 
D.,  Ill)  and  re-affirmed  in  numerous  decisions,  among  which  are  Cres- 
well  Mining  Co.  v,  Johnson  (8  L.  D.,  440),  Dayton  v,  Dayton  (9  L.  D., 
93) ;  Wenie  et  al,  v.  Frost  (9  L.  D.,  688). 

While  this  is  true,  yet  in  view  of  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  this 
case  I  have  thought  best  to  waive  tliose  requirements  and  to  consider 
upon  its  merits  the  motion  thus  presented. 
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In  answer  to  the  first  and  second  reasons  arged  in  sapport  of  this 
motion  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  original  petition  was  addressed  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  appealed  to  his  discretionary  power. 
For  this  reason  it  was  not  only  proper,  bat  necessary  to  a  right  and  jast 
exercise  of  that  power  that  he  should  fully  inform  himself  upon  all 
points  and  facts  connected  with  or  touching  upon  the  subject  matter. 
In  matters  of  this  character  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Department  to  deter- 
mine after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  subject  whether  the  facts 
demand  action. 

Attention  was  necessarily  called  to  the  interest  alleged  by  the  inter- 
venors  in  the  land  involved  in  this  controversy.  It  was  then  decided 
that  they  had  such  interest  in  the  land  as  entitled  them  to  be  heard  in 
opposition  to  the  petition  then  under  consideration,  and  no  sufficient 
reason  for  a  diiferent  conclusion  is  presented  in  the  argument  in  sap- 
port  of  the  third  reason  in  this  motion.  To  set  aside  the  title  of  those 
through  whom  these  interveners  claim  would  be  to  render  their  title 
uncertain  and  depreciate  their  property.  The  action  sought  to  be 
brought  about  by  these  petitioners  would  result  in  the  divesting  of  these 
interveners  of  the  title  now  held  by  them  and  the  substitution  therefor 
of  an  equitable  title,  based  upon  occupation  alone.  They  are  certainly 
entitled  to  be  heard  in  defense  of  the  title  now  held  by  them. 

The  fourth  reason  alleged  in  support  of  this  motion  is  based  upon 
the  theory  that  the  statement  of  Enoch,  the  Indian,  to  the  effect  that 
he  had  not  severed  his  tribal  relations,  was  never  properly  executed 
inasmuch  a«  the  person  before  whom  it  purports  to  have  been  sworn 
to  was  not  at  that  time  qualified  to  administer  oaths.  It  would  be  suffi- 
cient in  reply  to  this  to  say  that  Enoch  supposed  he  was  making  an 
affidavit  before  a  proper  officer,  and  that  the  efiect  of  his  statement 
thus  made  upon  his  credibility  is  the  same  as  if  such  officer  had  been 
duly  qualified.  Besides  this,  however,  the  facts  and  circumstances 
presented  show  so  conclusively  that  Enoch  had  not  abandoned  his 
tribal  relations  that  his  statements  to  the  contrary  would  be  success- 
fully overcome  had  he  made  no  contradictory  statement. 

In  answer  to  the  fifth  allegation  in  this  motion  it  is  only  necessary  to 
say  that  the  question  to  be  determined  was  as  to  whether  under  all  the 
facts  the  discretionary  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
should  be  exercised  in  ordering  a  hearing  and  that  all  facts  relating  to 
the  matter  in  issue  were  properly  to  be  considered.  This  answer  ap- 
plies also  to  the  sixth  and  seventh  allegations.  All  the  papers  men- 
tioned in  those  allegations  were  necessarily  considered  in  arriving  at 
a  conclusion  in  this  matter. 

It  is  true  that  the  affidavits  presented  by  the  interveners  as  to 
Enoch's  tribal  relations  were  not  filed  until  on  or  about  the  day  of  the 
oral  argument  herein,  but  the  petitioners  had  ample  time  between  that 
date  and  the  date  of  the  decision  to  present  any  affidavits  or  other 
papers  they  desired  and  they  did  in  fact  on  June  26th  file  with  their 
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brief  an  affidavit  by  Enoch  upon  the  very  point  mentioned  in  paragraph 
8  of  this  motion.  This  paragraph  then  presents  no  good  grounds  for 
the  action  they  now  ask  shall  be  had. 

The  oral  argument  was  not  restricted  to  the  points  mentioned  in  the 
ninth  allegation,  but  included  all  the  points  presented  by  the  petition 
of  Spicer  et  aLj  as  well  as  the  right  of  Glover  e^  al.^  to  intervene.  If  the 
petitioners  were  taken  by  surprise  by  the  matter  presented  in  behalf 
of  the  interveners,  an  application  for  further  time  to  prepare  to  meet 
such  matters  should  have  been  presented  in  due  season.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  though,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  ample  time  elapsed  between  the 
date  of  the  presentation  of  the  motion  to  intervene  and  the  date  of  the 
rendition  of  the  decision  now  complained  of,  to  allow  of  the  filing  of 
affidavits  or  other  matter  by  the  original  petitioners  and  was  in  fact 
utilized  by  them  to  the  extent  of  filing  the  affidavit  of  Enoch.  This 
ninth  allegation  then  presents  no  good  reason  for  granting  this  motion. 

The  tenth,  eleventh,  and  twelfth  allegations  have  been  answered  in 
effect  in  the  discussion  of  the  previous  paragraphs.  As  hereinbefore 
said,  Glover  et  aZ.,  showed  such  interest  in  the  question  presented  as 
clearly  entitled  them  to  be  heard.  In  order  to  properly  decide  upon 
the  original  petition  filed  herein,  it  was  necessary  to  take  into  consid- 
eration all  the  facts  touching  upon  the  matters  in  dispute. 

After  a#  careful  consideration  of  the  matters  presented  by  this  motion, 
each  of  which  was  fully  presented  by  the  papers  and  records  in  the  case 
and  the  oral  argument  upon  the  motion  for  review  and  necessarily  con- 
sidered in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  thereon,  I  perceive  no  good  and  suffi- 
cient reason  for  granting  the  prayer  of  this  motion  and  the  same  is 
therefore  denied. 

On  September  9th,  the  attorney  for  Spicer  et  al.,  filed  in  this  office  a 
letter  offering,  in  the  event  the  decision  complained  of  is  revoked,  to 
amend  their  petition  to  make  it  applicable  to  the  east  half  alone  of  the 
tract  in  controversy  thus  relieving  from  all  question  the  west  half  of 
said  tract,  upon  which  it  is  said  all  the  improvements  of  the  interveners 
are  situated.  This  action  would  not  change  the  facts  in  the  case  or 
affect  the  conclusion  heretofore  reached,  and  the  proposition  can  not  be 
entertained. 

COAL  LANB  DBCIiABATOBT  STATEMENT— SECOND  FILING. 

Walteb  Deabden. 

A  second  coal  declaratory  statement  cannot  be  filed,  in  tbe  absence  of  a  valid  reason 
for  failure  to  perfect  title  under  the  first. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offlce^  October  1, 1890. 

1  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Walter  Dearden  from  your  decision 
of  July  18, 1889,  rejecting  his  application  to  file  coal  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  NB.  i  Sec.  35,  T.  33  S.,  E.  66  W.,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  land 
district. 
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He  made  said  application  on  January  22, 1889,  and  the  same  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that  he  had  made  a  previous 
filing  of  like  kind  and  had  thereby  exhausted  his  right  of  entry,  from 
which  action  he  appealed.  Your  office  sustained  the  action  of  the  local 
office,  and  he  again  appealed. 

The  record  shows  that  on  January  26^  1888,  he  filed  a  coal  declara- 
tory statement  for  the  NE.  i  of  Bee.  25,  same  township  and  range,  and 
that  he  relinqnished  the  same  January  14,  1889.  He  says  he  relin- 
quished because  unable  to  pay  for  the  land. 

This  case  is  very  similar  to  the  case  of  Albert  Eisemann  (10  L.  D., 
539),  and  the  claims  of  the  attorneys  are  in  substance  identical,  to  wit: 
that  a  mere  declaration  of  intention  to  purchase  which  is  not  consum- 
mated by  actual  entry  should  not,  under  the  law  of  Congress,  exhaust 
the  right  of  entry. 

In  the  case  of  Eisemann  {mpra)^  after  discussing  the  question  fully, 
it  is  said : — 

Eieemanndoesnotpresent  any  excuse  for  not  coDfiuznmatiug  his  first  filiDg,  but  base 
his  claim  to  make  a  second  filing  solely  upon  the  groand  ....  thatacoallaud 
filing  unless  completed  and  payment  is  made  for  the  land  embraced  therein,  does  not 
exhaust  the  rights  of  the  applicant  .  .  .  As  we  have  seen,  the  regulations  limit 
a  party  to  one  filing  and  this  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  statute,  but  needful  for  carry- 
ing its  provisions  into  effect. 

Dearden  gives  no  satisfactory  excuse  for  not  consummating  his  first 
filing,  he  held  it  almost  a  year,  and  relinquishing  it,  asks  to  make  an- 
other filing,  giving  no  assurance  that  he  would  not  do  the  same  with  it, 
and  then  apply  for  a  third,  thus  keeping  a  tract  perpetually  under  a 
filing.  As  you  say  in  your  opinion  it  would  be  equivalent  to  giving  an 
option  to  the  entryman  for  one  year  for  $'3.00  and  then  allowing  him  to 
take  another  on  another  tract  for  a  like  sum,  so  on  indefinitely.  There 
can  be  no  good  reason  for  such  a  practice,  it  is  certainly  contrary  to  tbe 
intention  of  Congress  when  it  enacted  the  law,  and  is  in  violation  of 
the  regulations  relating  to  coal  land  entries. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTBAD  ENTRY-  BKUCNQinSHMENT- PROTEST  OF  'WIFE. 

Dodge  v.  Lohnes. 

The  protest  of  tbe  entry  man's  wife  against  the  relinqnisbment  of  a  homestead  entry 
can  not  defeat  tbe  legal  operation  of  such  instrument. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

Land  Office,  October  1, 1890. 

James  M.  Dodge  made  homestead  entry  for  the  S^  of  the  NEJ  and 
Si  of  the  NWJ  of  Sec.  35,  T.  5  S.,  R.  20  W.,  Kirwin,  Kansas,  on  Sep- 
tember 27,  1882.  He  filed  his  relinquishment  of  the  same  in  the  local 
office  on  July  16, 1885.    The  entry  was  canceled,  and  on  that  day  John 
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S.  Lohnes  made  homestead  entry  for  the  same  tract,  having  purchased 
the  improvements  thereon  from  the  entrjman. 

Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  relinquishment,  and  before  Lohnes  made  his 
entry,  Emily  E.  Dodge  made  application  at  the  local  office  to  restrain 
her  husband  from  relinquishing  his  homestead  entry,  and  that  she  be 
allowed  to  retain  the  homestead  in  her  own  right  and  for  the  benefit  of 
herself  and  children.  It  was  urged  in  support  of  the  motion,  that  the 
rights,  equities  and  interests  of  tbe  applicant  in  the  homestead  are  fully 
recognized,  guaranteed,  and  protected  by  section  nine.  Article  fifteen, 
of  the  Constitution  of  tbe  State  of  Kansas. 

Corroborating  witnesses  to  this  petition,  which  was  regarded  in  the 
nature  of  a  contest,  were  not  secured  on  that  day.  There  is  some  con- 
troversy as  to  when  the  petition  duly  corroborated  was  filed ;  but  the 
proof  is  clear  that  both  Lohnes  and  the  entrymau,  Dodge,  knew  that 
Emily  E.  Dodge  opposed  the  sale  of  the  imx)rovements  and  the  relin- 
quishment of  the  entry  before  Lohnes  made  his  entry  of  the  land,  and 
the  latter  made  his  entry  with  full  knowledge  of  her  disap[)roval. 

Contestant's  application  was  transmitted  to  your  office  on  August  30, 
1886,  and  you  ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  the  matters  alleged. 

On  February  2G,  1887,  the  register  and  receiver  dismissed  the  contest, 
and  by  your  office  decision  of  May  4, 18S9,  you  affirmed  that  judgment, 
and  contestant  again  appealed. 

•  The  evidence  shows  that  contestant  was  married  to  James  M.  Dodge 
on  November  12,  1876.  She  lived  with  him  on  the  land  from  about  the 
date  of  entry  until  he  relinquished  the  same  and  sold  the  improvements. 
Both  husband  and  wife  expended  means  in  improvements  upon  the  land. 
The  evidence,  however,  further  shows  that  James  M.  Dodge  was  a 
drinking  character,  a  gambler,  profligate  and  given  to  raising  disturb- 
ances. He  was  killed  by  one  Frank  Sims,  a  few  days  after  making  his 
relinquishment. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (21  Stats.,  140),  provides 
that : 

When  a  pre-emption,  bomestead  or  timber  culture  claimant  shall  tile  a  written  re- 
linquiBhrnent  of  his  claim  in  the  local  land  office,  the  land  covered  by  such  claim  shall 
lie  held  as  open  to  settlement  and  entry  without  further  action  on  the  part  of  the 
CoDimissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

When  a  relinquishment  is  filed  in  the  local  oflBce,  the  entry  should  at 
once  be  canceled,  and  the  land  thereafter  liehl  open  to  settlement. 
(Sears  v.  Almy,  6  L.  D.,  1).  An  application  to  enter,  accompanied  by  a 
relinquishment,  is  immediately  effective  on  the  filing  of  the  relinquish- 
ment. 

The  constitutional  provision  invoked  in  behalf  of  contestant  can  have 
no  relation  whatever  to  the  present  case ;  it  provides  that : 

a  homestead  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  farming  land,  occupied 
.as  a  residence  l»y  the  family  of  the  owner^  together  with  all  tho  improvements  on  the 
same,  shall  bo  exempted  from  forced  sale  under  any  process*  of  law,  and  shall  not  be 
alienated  without  the  joint  conbent  of  husband  and  >vife  when  that  lelatioo  exists, 
^97_yoi,  11—^23 
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Had  contestant  been  a  deserted  wife  and  dependent  apon  her  own  re- 
sources for  support,  she  would  have  been  qualified  to  make  homestead 
entry.    (Wilber  t?.  Goode,  10  L.  D.,  627). 

The  act  approved  June  8, 1880  (21  Stats.,  16G),  provides  that  any  per- 
son who  may  be  legally  authorized  to  act  may  make  proof  and  payment 
for  one  who  has  initiated  a  claim,  and  afterwards  becomes  insane.  But 
in  this  case,  contestant  was  not  a  deserted  wife;  neither  was  her  hus- 
band insane;  he  executed  a  written  relinquishment  of  his  homestead 
entry  when  he  had  a  mere  inchoate  right  to  the  land — having  lived 
on  his  homestead  less  than  three  years.  Prior  to  patent,  the  title  to 
the  public  domain  remains  in  the  United  States.  (Frisbie  v.  Whitney, 
9  Wall.,  187).  Hence  the  homesteader  was  not  ^Hhe  owner"  when  he 
signed  the  relinquishment,  and  therefore,  the  constitutional  proviniou 
sought  to  be  invoked  has  no  relation  to  him  nor  to  any  one  living  on 
laud  prior  to  patent. 

When  the  homesteader  in  this  case  relinquished  his  right,  it  may  be 
conceded  that  his  wife  objected  to  it;  also  that  Lohnes  had  notice  of 
this  and  that  contestant  wanted  to  enter  the  land.  It  may  be  conceiled 
that  it  worked  a  hardship  upon  her,  but  there  is  no  law  to  prevent  such 
hardships,  and  one  who  has  initiated  a  claim  for  the  public  lands  may 
relinquish  that  claim,  and  the  land,  vg^o  facio^  is  subject  to  entry  by  any 
qualified  person. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— SETTLEMENT  RIG  HT>>  ALIEN. 

Central  Pacepio  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Taylor  bt  al. 

The  settleinent  of  an  alien  who  has  not  declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen, 
existing  at  the  date  when  a  railroad  grant  becomes  eflfective,  does  not  except  the 
land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant ;  and  Uie  subsequent  quali- 
fication of  the  settler  will  not  relate  back  so  as  to  defeat  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  October 

2, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
V.  John  A.  Taylor  and  James  Wadman,  on  appeal  by  the  former  from 
your  office  decision  of  April  22, 1887,  rejecting  its  claim  to  the  S.  J  NE. 
\  and  lots  1  and  2,  Sec.  3,  T.  6  N.,  R.  2  W.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

The  tracts  are  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company  by  act 
of  July  1, 1862  (12  Stats.,  489),  enlarged  by  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stats., 
356),  the  rights  of  which  attached  on  definite  location  October  20, 1868. 
See  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (5  L.  D.,  661).  On  said  date  there  was 
no  claim  of  record  adverse  to  that  of  the  company. 
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It  appears  that  on  May  8, 1869,  one  Harvey  Murdock  filed  declaratory 
statement  for  the  tracts  allepriug  settlement  April  30, 1863,  and  that  on 
May  14, 1869,  James  Wadman  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  same, 
alleging  settlement  June  1, 1863.    ^N'either  of  these  claims  was  perfected. 

On  application  by  the  company  to  list  the  tracts  a  hearing  was  or- 
dered to  clear  the  record  of  said  filings.  At  the  hearing,  on  February  2, 
1885,  John  A.  Taylor  appeared  and  offered  homestead  entry  for  the  land, 
alleging  settlement  in  1879.  From  the  evidence  taken  it  appears  that 
Wadman  lived  on  said  land  with  his  family  from  1867  to  1871  with  the 
intention  of  securing  it  under  the  public  land  laws,  but  that  he  did  not 
declare  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  until  October  27,  J  868,  seven 
days  after  the  definite  location.  In  1871  Wadman  sold  his  improve- 
ments to  other  parties  who  in  1879  sold  to  Taylor  the  present  claimant. 
Taylor  has  maintained  continuous  residence  on  the  tract  with  his  family 
since  1879.  He  has  enclosed  it,  divided  it  by  fences  into  four  fields  and 
has  a  dwelling  house  and  twenty-five  acres  in  cultivation.  His  improve- 
ments are  valued  at  $1500.00. 

Your  office  held  that  the  claim  of  Wadman  excepted  the  land  from 
the  operation  of  the  grant  under  the  rule  in  the  case  of  Marleyhan  v, 
California  &  Oregon  E.  R.  Co.  (2  C.  L.  L.,  930).  That  case,  decided  by 
Secretary  Schurz  on  February  13, 1878,  held  that  (syllabus),  "  naturali- 
zation has  a  retroactive  efiect,  and  makes  the  claim  of  a  pre-emptor  as 
valid  as  if  he  had  been  naturalized  before  settlement." 

On  May  13, 1881,  in  the  case  of  McMurdie  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 
(8  C.  L.  O.y  36),  it  was  held  the  settlement  of  one  who  has  not  declared 
his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  would  not  operate  to  except  land  from 
the  grant.  In  Titamore  v.  Southern  Pacific  (10  L.  D.,  463),  it  was  held 
that  the  settlement  ot  an  alien  would  not  prevent  selection  by  the  com- 
pany of  an  indemnity  tract,  and  that  '^  his  subsequent  qualifications 
could  not  relate  back  so  as  to  defeat  an  intervening  right,"  viz.,  the 
company's. 

As  Wadman  did  not  declare  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  until 
after  the  rights  of  the  road  attached  on  definite  location,  1  must  hold,  on 
the  authority  of  these  later  decisions,  that  his  claim  was  not  sufficient 
to  except  said  trust  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

That  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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TIMBER  CULTTTRE  ENTBY-HOMESTEAD  RIGHT. 

LmviLLB  V.  Clearwaters  et  al.    (On  review). 

The  allowaace  of  a  timber  cultare  eutry  segregates  the  land  covered  thereby^  even 
though  snch  entry  may  not  be  made  of  record;  and  the  failure  of  the  local  of- 
fice to  place  the  entry  of  record  will  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  entrymau  there- 
under. 

The  snbseqaent  homestead  entry  of  another  for  such  land,  withont  actual  notice  of 
the  prior  entry,  or  any  claim  thereunder,  followed  by  due  compliance  with  law, 
constitutes  a  legal  claim  that  will  attach  on  the  relinquishment  of  the  prior  entry, 
and  exclude  the  right  of  a  contestant  against  said  entry. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offieej  October 

1, 1890. 

This  motion  is  filed  by  A.  J.  Linville  for  review  of  the  decision  of  the 
Department  in  the  above  case,  re-instating  the  homestead  entry  of  J. 
W.  Williams,  for  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  15,  T.  1  N.,  E.  3  E.,  Tucson,  Arizona. 
(10  L.  D.,  59). 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  as  recited  in  said  decision  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Clearwaters  made  timber  culture  entry  of  the  tract  in  controversy 
July  18, 1878,  but  the  local  officers  neglected  to  enter  it  upon  the  tract 
books  of  the  office,  and  on  April  25, 1883,  Williams  madQ  homestead 
entry  of  the  land,  established  residence  with  his  family,  and  made  valu- 
able improvements  thereon.  Clearwaters  made  no  eifort  to  break  or 
cultivate  the  land,  and  there  was  nothing  upon  the  land  to  indicat<e  to 
Williams  that  there  was  an  adverse  claim. 

On  September  22, 1885,  you  held  Williams'  entry  for  cancellation,  be- 
cause of  conflict  with  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Clearwaters,  but  the 
local  officers,  instead  of  notifying  J.  W.  Williams,  sent  the  notice  to  J. 
D.  Williams,  in  consequence  of  which  no  appeal  was  taken,  and  on  Jan- 
uary 21, 1886,  his  entry  was  canceled. 

On  August  13,  1886,  Williams  applied  to  have  his  entry  reinstated, 
alleging  that  his  family  had  resided  on  the  land  with  him  since  his  entry, 
made  April  25,  1883,  and  that  he  had  made  valuable  improvements 
thereon ;  that  from  1877  to  date  of  entry  he  had  lived  within  one  mile 
of  said  land,  and  during  that  time  neither  Clearwaters,  nor  any  one  else, 
had  ever  made  any  attempt  to  cultivate  or  plant  timber  on  any  part  of 
it,  and  that  the  first  knowledge  or  intimation  he  had  of  any  conflicting 
claim  was  from  the  letter  of  the  register  of  the  local  office,  received 
August  8, 1886. 

This  affidavit  was  corroborated  by  three  persons,  who  lived  near  the 
land. 

On  July  29,  1886,  A.  J.  Linville  filed  a  contest  against  the  timber 
culture  entry  of  Clearwaters,  and  upon  a  hearing  had  thereon  the  local 
pfflcers  recommended  the  Qanct^llation  of  Clearwaters'  entry,  and  fallowed 
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LiDville  the  preference  right  of  entry,  subject  to  whatever  intervening 
rii^lit  VYiUiams  may  have  by  reason  of  his  application  to  re-instate  his 
homestead  entry. 

Yonr  office  denied  the  application  of  Williams  to  have  his  homestead 
entry  re-instated,  but  he  was  allowed  thirty  days  in  which  to  contest 
Olearwaters'  entry.  Williams  was  notified  of  this  December  16,  1887, 
but  he  did  not  file  contest  affidavit  until  March  14, 1888,  which  was  re- 
jected by  the  local  officers,  because  it  was  not  filed  in  time.  Upon  appeal, 
yonr  office  held  that  as  Williams  was  allowed  thirty  days  after  the  de- 
cision of  yonr  office  became  final,  he  was  allowed  ninety  days,  at  least, 
in  which  to  file  contest. 

Upon  the  appeal  of  Linville  from  this  decision,  the  Department  in  the 
decision  now  under  review  held  that  there  was  no  rule  or  law  of  the 
Department  that  would  give  to  Williams  the  preference  right  of  con- 
test, but  that  the  rights  of  Williams  are  superior  to  those  of  Linville, 
for  the  reason  that  under  the  circumstances  his  entry  was  good  against 
all  persons,  except  Ciearwaters,  from  the  first,  as  the  land  was  not  at 
the  time  of  his  entry  in  reservation  by  re<ison  of  any  act  of  Congress, 
nor  settled  upon,  improved,  and  in  the  possession  of  another;  nor  was 
tliere  upon  the  land  any  indication  that  any  adverse  claim  existed. 

Ciearwaters  relinquished  his  entry  November  J(],  1887. 

A  review  of  this  decision  is  asked  upon  the  following  grounds : 

1.  Because  Williams  had  exhausted  his  right  to  make  homestead 
entry. 

2.  Because  he  had  no  right  to  settle  upon  the  land,  as  it  was  at  the 
time  occupied  and  improved  by  Walter  Hastings. 

3.  Because  Williams'  affidavit,  stating  that  he  had  no  notice  of  any 
coDfiicting  claims,  is  disproved  by  the  affidavit  of  Aversch,  showing 
that  at  the  time  of  his  set  tlenien  t  thirty  acres  of  the  land  were  cultivated, 
a  well  dug,  and  a  house  erected,  which  was  in  possession  of  Walter 
Hastings,  who  claimed  it  as  his  home. 

4.  Because,  while  the  entry  of  Ciearwaters  was  not  placed  on  the 
tract  books,  the  number  of  said  entry  wa«  marked  upon  the  plat,  which 
was  open  to  the  inspection  of  every  one. 

As  to  the  issues  presented  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  grounds  set 
forth  in  the  motion  for  review,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  they  do  not 
materially  afiect  the  real  issue  in  this  case,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to 
consider  them.  If  Williams  is  not  qualified  to  make  entry,  or  if  there 
are  adverse  claims  to  the  land,  they  can  be  presented  in  a  contest 
against  his  entry. 

The  material  question  involved  in  this  case  is,  whether  Williams 
could  initiate  such  a  claim  or  right  by  settlement  and  entry,  notwith- 
standing the  land  at  the  time  was  covered  by  a  prior  timber-culture 
entry,  as  would  defeat  the  preference  right  of  a  third  party  who  sought 
to  contest  the  former  entry.  Upon  this  question  the  Department  held 
that  ^'  A  homestead  entry  made  on  land  covered  by  the  prior  timber 
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culture  entry  of  another  not  of  record,  and  under  which  no  right  of 
I>assession  was  asserted  or  acts  in  compliance  with  law  performed,  is 
good  as  against  every  one  except  the  timber  culture  entryman,  and  the 
right  of  a  third  party  to  contest  said  timber  culture  entry  is  excluded 
thereby." 

It  is  contended,  however,  by  contestant  that  the  Department  erred 
in  holding  that  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Gleanwaters  was  not  of 
record,  because  while  it  did  not  appear  on  the  tract  books,  the  number 
of  the  entry  was  marked  upon  the  plat,  which  was  open  to  the  inspec- 
tion of  every  one.  This  may  be  true,  but  it  was  not  such  a  record  of 
the  entry  as  would  charge  Williams  with  notice  in  determining  the 
question  whether  he  acted  in  good  faith  in  making  his  entry  without 
first  applying  to  contest  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Clearwaters. 

The  entry  of  Glearwaters  having  been  allowed,  segregated  the  land, 
even  though  it  may  not  have  been  entered  of  record,  and  the  failure  to 
place  it  of  record  would  not  affect  his  rights ;  but  from  the  fact  that  the 
entry  was  not  placed  of  record  on  the  tract  books,  and  that  Williams 
had  no  actual  notice  thereof,  or  notice  of  any  assertion  of  claim  by 
Glearwaters,  and  he  having  been  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  of 
the  land  upon  which  he  has  resided  continuously,  with  his  family,  and 
made  valuable  improvements  thereon,  relying  upon  the  validity  of  said 
entry,  it  constituted  a  legal  claim  that  would  attach  to  the  land  the  in- 
stant it  became  a  part  of  the  public  domain.  Pool  v.  Maloughny,  11 L. 
D.,  197.  Nor  could  the  application  of  a  third  party  to  contest  the  entry 
of  Glearwaters  intervene  to  defeat  this  right  No  one  had  a  right  to 
complain  of  the  allowance  of  the  entry  of  Williams,  except  Glearwaters 
and  the  government,  and  it  was  on  this  view  that  it  was  held  that,  **  as 
to  all  parties,  except  Glearwaters,  the  land  was  public  land  at  the  date 
of  Williams'  entry." 

The  motion  is  denied. 

KAILROAD  GRANT-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1887. 

Havtorth  V.  St.  Joseph  and  Denver  Gity  K.  B.  Go. 

The  Department  has  j  nrisdiotion  to  entertain  an  application  for  the  re-inBtatement  of 
an  entry  nnder  the  act  of  March  3, 1^87,  if  there  has  heen  no  formal  adjostment 
of  the  grant. 

An  applicant  for  the  right  of  re-instatement  under  said  act  will  not  be  heard  to  deny 
that  he  voluntarily  abandoned  his  homestead  entry  where  he  has  sold  and  trans- 
ferred for  a  valuable  consideration  ''all  his  estate,  title,  and  interest"  in  and  to 
the  land  covered  thereby. 

Secretary  Noble  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  October 

2,  1890. 

By  letter  of  September  7,  1887,  your  oflBce  transmitted  the  applica- 
cation  of  Ira  Haworth  for  the  re-in.statement  of  his  homestead  entry  for 
the  W.  i  of  the  SW.  i  and  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  T.  4  S.,  B.  4 
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E.,  GoDCordia,  Kansas  land  district,  and  recouimended  that  the  St. 
Joseph  and  Denver  City  Eailroad  company,  for  whose  benefit  the  land 
had  been  certified  be  called  upon  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  second  section  of  the  act  approved  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556), 
to  relinquish  or  reconvey  said  land  to  the  United  States.  By  depart- 
mental letter  of  March  2, 1888,  the  papers  were  returned  to  your  office 
.with  instructions  to  proceed  as  directed  in  departmental  decision  of 
February  21, 1888  in  the  case  of  the  Winona  and  St.  Peter  R.  R.  Co.  (6 
L.  D.,  544). 

By  letter  of  June  19,  1890  you  forwarded  the  papers  in  the  ca«e  re- 
porting that  notice' had  been  given  to  John  B.  Bloss,  formerly  attorney 
for  the  railroad  company  and  to  Clay,  Robinson  and  Co.,  the  reputed 
present  owners  of  the  land  to  show  cause  why  proceedings  under  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887,  should  not  be  instituted.  With  these  papers  was 
a  communication  from  Mr.  Bloss  stating,  ^^  I  ceased  to  be  attorney  of 
said  company  on  obtaining  an  adjustment  of  its  land  grant  some  years 
before  the  passage  of  said  act  of  March  3,  1887,  and  consequently  I 
herewith  return  your  letter  for  service  on  whom  it  may  concern.'^  Mr. 
Bloss,  however,  proceeded  to  set  up  certain  facts  coming  to  his  knowl- 
edge while  acting  as  attorney  for  said  company  which  as  he  claims, 
show  this  Department  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  matter.  By  letter  of 
June  30, 1890,  you  transmitted  the  reply  of  Clay,  Robinson  and  Co., 
claiming  to  be  the  present  owners  of  the  land,  the  delay  in  the  filing  of 
which  was,  it  is  claimed,  occasioned  by  a  mistake  in  the  notice  first 
sent  them,  the  land  being  described  therein  as  in  section  nine  instead 
of  nineteen. 

It  is  contended  that  the  action  contemplated  should  not  be  taken  for 
Tarious  reasons  in  substance  as  follows : 

1st.  Because  the  grant  to  said  company  had  been  fully  adjusted  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887. 

2d.  Because  Haworth  applied  in  1878  to  have  his  entry  reinstated 
which  application  was  rejected  by  which  action  his  rights  in  the 
premises  were  fully  adjudicated. 

3rd.  Haworth  has  executed  and  filed  a  relinquishment  of  all  rights 
under  his  entry. 

4th.  Haworth  is  estopped  from  asking  this  relief  because  the  present 
owners  claim  through  him,  he  having  entered  into  a  contract  to  pur- 
chase said  land  from  the  railroad  company,  which  contract  he  after- 
wards assigned  and  also  executed  a  quit  claim  deed  of  his  right  in  the 
land. 

5th.  That  this  application  does  not  conform  in  any  particular  with 
the  regulations  of  February  13, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  348),  governing  such  ap- 
plications. 

This  petition  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  regulations  prescribed, 
but  since  it  was  filed  before  any  regulations  to  govern  proceedings 
under  the  act  in  question  had  been  formulated,  consideration  should 
not  be  denied  it  on  this  ground. 


360  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO    THE   PUBLIC    LANDS. 

All  inquiry  at  the  railroad  division  of  your  office  elicited  tlie.informa- 
tiou  that  while  the  claims  of  said  company  under  its  grant  have  been 
virtually  determined,  yet  there  has  been  no  formal  adjustment  of  that 
grant.  I  am  not  inclined  under  these  circumstances  to  decline  to  con- 
sider this  petition  on  the  ground  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Depart- 
ment under  the  act  of  March  3,  1887. 

If  Haworth  comes  within  the  provisions  of  this  act  of  March  3,  1887, 
he  can  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  such  act  by  the  fact  that  he  had 
been  denied  the  same  relief  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  April 
21,  1876.  The  object  of  the  later  act  was  to  afford  relief  to  those  whose 
entries  had  been  erroneously  canceled,  (Gale  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R. 
Co.  10  L.  D.,  307),  and  it  might  be  properly  added  that  said  later  act  is 
peculiarly  applicable  to  those  cases  where  relief  is  not  afforded  by  any 
former  remedial  law. 

One  is  not  necessarily^  estopped  from  claiming  the  benefit  of  the 
provisions  of  this  act  by  the  fact  that  he  has  abandoned  the  land  and 
executed  a  relinquishment  of  his  rights  under  the  entry  sought  to  be 
re-instated,  if  such  action  was  caused  by  a  decision  of  the  proper  officers 
that  the  land  passed  to  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant.  Harris 
V.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  264) ;  Gale  v.  Northern  Pacific 
R.  R.  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  307). 

In  this  case  Haworth's  entry  was  canceled  in  1873,  but  his  relinquish- 
ment was  not  executed  until  1882,  and  then  it  was  apparently  made 
in  furtherance  of  his  application  for  the  repayment  of  the  fees  and 
commission  paid  in  making  such  entry,  and  upon  the  requirement 
of  your  office.  Uaworth  had,  however,  in  the  meantime,  on  Febru- 
ary 27,  1880,  contracted  to  purchase  said  land  from  the  railroad  com- 
pany, receiving  a  bond  for  a  deed,  and  had  on  June  14,  1880,  sold 
and  conveyed  by  quit  claim  deed  for  the  expressed  consideration  of 
$460,  all  his  interest  in  said  land ;  and  had  on  June  23,  1880,  assigned 
the  bond  for  a  deed.  It  is  through  the  parties  to  whom  Uaworth  thus 
transferred  his  claim  to  this  laud  that  the  parties  now  opposing  this 
petition  for  re  instatement  of  the  homestead  entry  claim  title.  By  this 
recognition  of  the  title  of  the  railroad  company,  and  apparent  aban- 
donment of  his  claim  to  said  land  under  the  homestead  law,  Haworth 
induced  these  parties  to  invest  their  money  in  the  purchase  of  this  land, 
and  he  can  not  now  in  good  conscience  be  heard  to  say  to  the  injury  of 
those  parties  that  he  did  not  voluntarily  abandon  his  claim  under  the 
homestead  entry.  What  might  have  been  his  standing  here  had  no 
third  parties  been  induced  by  him  to  invest  money  in  this  land,  it  is 
not  now  necessary  to  determine.  Haworth  will  not,  after  this  sale  and 
transfer  for  a  valuable  consideration  of ''all  his  estate,  title  and  in- 
terest" in  and  to  said  land  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did  not  voluntarily 
abandon  his  claim  thereto.  Under  the  circumstances  here  presented  I 
must  decline  to  direct  or  recommend  any  further  proceedings  in  this 
matter,  and  the  x)etition  under  consideration  is  hereby  denied. 
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FINAL  rROOF— ACT  OF  MAY  26,  1890. 

Edwahd  Bowkeb. 

riie  purpose  of  the  act  of  May  26,  1890,  authorizing  final  proofs  to  be  taken  before 
"  any  com inissi oner  of  the  United  States  circuit  court  **  is  to  dodignate  an  addi- 
tional or  new  officer  before  whom  such  proofs  might  be  taken,  and  not  to  change 
in  any  manner  existing  provisions  defining  the  place  for  taking  such  proofs. 

The  cironlar  of  Jnne  25,  1890,  iasned  nnder  said  act,  mnst  be  constrned  to  mean  that 
said  act  does  not  authorize  the  making  of  the  proofs  and  affidavits  mentioned 
therein  before  said  commissioner  outside  the  connty  and  State  or  district  and  ter- 
ritory in  which  the  lands  are  situated,  subject  to  the  exception  provided  for  in 
case  the  lands  are  within  an  unorganized  county. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissionor  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  October 

2, 1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  the  attorney  of  E.  P.  Wells  claimiDfi^ 
as  transferee  of  the  NW.  J  Sec.  25,  T.  139  N,  R.  63  W.,  Fargo,  Dakota, 
by  porcbase  from  the  entryman  Edward  Bowker,  in  which  he  states  that 
said  Bowker  is  now  residing  in  the  State  of  Nebraska  and  asks  that  the 
decision  of  the  Department  (10  L.  D.,  548),  directing  that  said  Bowker 
be  allowed  to  submit  final  proof  on  his  said  homestead  entry  be  so  far 
modified  as  to  allow  said  proof  to  be  made  in  Nebraska. 

The  only  question  involved  in  this  case  is,  the  construction  to  be 
placed  upon  the  act  of  May  26, 1890^  that  portion  of  which  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  reads  as  follows : 

That  the  proof  of  settlement,  residence,  occupation,  cultivation,  irrigation,  or  re- 
clamation, the'affldavit  of  uon-alienation,  the  oath  of  allegiance,  and  all  other  affi- 
davits required  to  he  made  under  the  homestead,  pre-emption,  timher  culture  and 
desert  land  laws,  may  be  made  before  any  commissioner  of  the  United  States  cir- 
cuit court,  or  before  the  judge  or  clerk  of  any  court  of  record  of  the  county  or 
parish  in  which  the  lauds  are  situated;  and  the  proof,  affidavit,  and  oath,  when 
so  made  and  duly  subscribed,  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  made  be- 
fore the  register  and  receiver  when  transmitted  to  them,  and  with  the  fee  and 
commissions  allowed  and  required  by  law. 

Was  it  the  intent  of  Congress  by  this  act  to  so  far  remove  the  sub- 
mission of  the  final  proof  from  the  land  desired  to  be  entered  as  to 
^llow  it  to  be  ^'  made  before  any  commissioner  of  the  United  States  cir- 
cnit  court,"  in  the  United  States  no  matter  bow  remote  he  might  re- 
side from  the  land,  or  was  it  only  the  intent  to  provide  an  additional 
officer  before  whom  proof  might  be  submitted!  It  is  not  questioned 
that  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  law  allowed  such  proof  to  be 
made  only  before  the  register  or  receiver,  a  judge,  or  in  his  absence,  a 
clerk  of  a  court  of  record  in  the  county  or  state,  district  or  territory  in 
which  the  land  is  situated.  Oeneral  circular,  January  1,  1889,  page 
15,  and  while  the  words  of  this  act  might  seem  at  first  view  to  au- 
thorize the  making  of  proof,  ^^  before  any  commissioner  of  the  United 
States  circuit  court "  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State  or  Territory  within 
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which  the  land  is  sitaated,  yet  I  have  concladed  after  an  analysis  of 
the  question  that  the  act  will  not  bear  sach  interpretation. 

It  shonld  be  premised  that  from  the  beginning  the  pre-emption  law 
has  required  proof  to  be  made  before  the  register  or  receiver.  By  act 
of  June 9, 1880,  (21  Stats.,  169), preemptors  were  allowed  to  make  the 
affidavit  showing  compliance  with  the  law,  before  the  clerk  of  the  county 
court,  or  of  any  court  of  record  ^^  of  the  county  and  State  or  district  and 
Territory  in  which  the  lands  are  situated,''  or  in  an  adjacent  county  in 
the  State  or  Territory  if  the  lands  were  situated  in  an  unorganized 
county.  Until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  (19  Stats.,  403), 
homestead  claimants  were  required  to  make  proof  before  the  register 
or  receiver.  That  act  authorized  the  making  of  such  proof  before  the 
judge,  or  in  his  absence,  before  the  clerk  of  any  court  of  record  of  the 
county  and  State  or  district  and  Territory  in  which  the  lands  are  sit- 
uate, with  a  provision  similar  to  that  above  as  to  unorganized  counties. 
The  act  of  June  9, 1880,  also  authorized  the  making  of  the  affidavit  in 
commuted  homestead  cases  as  in  pre-emption  cases. 

It  thus  appears  that  it  has  been  the  constant  policy  of  the  law  to  re- 
quire claimants  under  these  laws  to  go  before  the  local  officers  in  mak- 
ing proof  or  at  least  before  a  responsible  officer  of  the  county  within 
which  the  land  lies.  The  obvious  purpose  of  this  policy  is  to  secure 
the  proper  and' convenient  examination  of  the  matters  submitted.  An 
intention  to  abandon  this  policy  should  not  be  imputed  to  Congress 
unless  the  terms  of  the  law  admit  of  no  other  construction.  Morton  t?. 
Nebraska  (21  Wall.,  660),  State  of  Colorado  (10  L.  D.,  222). 

Section  627  li.  S.,  authorizes  each  circuit  court  to  appoint 

in  different  parts  of  the  district  for  which  it  is  held  so  many  discreet  persons  as  it 
may  deem  necessary  who  shall  be  called  ''Commissioners  of  the  oircnit  oonrte"  and 
shall  exercise  the  powers  which  are  or  may  be  expressly  conferred  by  law  upon  com- 
missioners of  circait  conrts. 

If  this  statute  in  question  authorizes  a  homestead  claimant  to  make 
his  proof  before  any  such  commissioner  in  any  part  of  the  CTnited 
States,  it  reverses  the  settled  policy  of  Congress  in  that  regard.  I  find 
nothing  in  the  history  of  the  act  to  warrant  this  construction.  There 
was  no  complaint  that  the  law  as  it  stood  worked  mischief,  nor  was 
any  such  remedy  called  for.  The  bill  as  reported  from  the  committee 
of  public  lands  of  the  House  of  Representatives  contained  the  pro- 
vision as  enacted.  In  response  to  the  question  whether  the  bill  changed 
the  system  of  compensating  registers  and  receivers,  Mr.  McBae,  in 
charge  of  the  bill,  replied  : 

It  makes  no  change  whatever  as  to  the  compensation.  It  only  provides  that  affi- 
davits for  these  entries  may  be  made  before  a  new  officer,  who  is  named,  to  wit,  tha 
commissioner  of  the  United  States  circuit  coart,  and  may  be  transmitted  to  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver.  .  .  .  The  only  thing  left  is  the  provision  permitting,  for  the 
eonvenienoe  of  the  settler,  these  affidavits  to  be  made  before  a  commissioner  and 
transmitted  by  mail  to  the  receiver,  instead  of  requiring  the  settler  to  go  in  person 
to  the  land  office^ 
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This  was  the  substance  of  the  debate  and  the  bill  was  so  passed. 
The  report  of  said  committee  defined  the  scope  of  the  bill  as  follows : 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  anthorize  all  affidavits  and  depositions  nnder  the  pub- 
lic land  laws  to  be  made  before  and  certified  by  commissioners  of  the  United  States 
circuit  court  or  clerks  of  a  court  of  record  for  the  connty  in  which  the  land  is  sit- 
uated, and  to  fix  the  fees  for  such  work.  It  is  for  the  conveuience  of  the  settlers 
and  does  not  iu  any  way  change  the  fees  of  the  register  and  receiver.  Cong.  Rec. 
5l8t  Cong.  1st  Sess.  Vol.  21  p.  2414. 

The  bill  was  passed  in  the  Senate  witboat  debate,  other  than  a  state- 
ment from  Senator  Berry  who  reported  it  from  the  committee,  and 
said: 

It  is  an  amendment  to  the  homestead  law  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  taking  proof 
of  homestead  applications.     (Idem.  p.  3215). 

From  this  history  of  the  act  I  conclude  that  the  purpose  of  this  enact- 
ment was  simply  to  designate  an  additional  or  "  new  officer"  before 
whom  such  proofs  could  be  taken,  and  not  to  change  in  any  manner  the 
]>ro visions  defining  the  place  for  taking  such  proofs. 

By  this  construction  the  act  harmonizes  with  the  history,  with  the 
antecedent  legislation  on  the  same  subject,  and  with  itself.  It  would 
certainly  be  incongruous  if  a  pre-emptor  in  California  might  make  proof 
in  Maine,  and  yet  could  not  go  before  any  judge  in  his  own  State  out- 
side of  his  own  county. 

By  this  construction  the  constant  and  evident  object  of  the  law  that 
proof  should  be  made  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  is  preserved.  In  some 
instances  the  jurisdiction  of  a  circuit  court  commissioner  extends  over 
an  entire  State.  It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose,  iu  the  light  of  the  ex- 
amination herein  made,  that  Congress  intended  to  allow  proof  to  be 
made  in  a  part  of  the  State  distant  from  the  land  and  thus  deprive 
other  interested  parties  of  the  ordinary  right  of  appearing  in  the  case 
and  testing  the  claimant's  compliance  with  law. 

In  the  circular  of  June  25,  1890  (10  L.  D.,  687),  calling  the  attention 
of  local  officers  to  the  provisions  of  said  act  of  May  26, 1890,  the  follow- 
ing appears : 

The  third  paragraph  (of  said  act)  refers  to  final  proofs,  and  affidavits  required  to  he 
made  under  the  homestead,  pre-emption,  timber-culture  and  desert  land  laws,  and 
provides  that  said  proofs  and  affidavits  may  he  made  before  any  commissioner  of  the 
United  States  circuit  court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  connty  in  which  the  lands 
are  situated,  or  before  the  judge  or  clerk  (not  necessarily  the  clerk  in  the  absence  of 
the  judge)  of  any  court  of  record  of  the  county  or  parish  in  which  the  lands  are  sit- 
uated. 

This  mast  be  read  in  the  light  of  the  more  explicit  interpretation  now 
put  upon  the  act  and  must  be  held  to  mean  that  the  law  does  not  au- 
thorize the  making  of  such  proofs  and  affidavits  before  such  commis- 
sioner outside  of  the  county  and  State  or  district  and  Territory  in  which 
the  lands  are  situated,  unless  the  lands  are  situated  in  an  unorganized 
county,  which  case  is  otherwise  fully  provided  for  by  law. 

The  application  is  accordingly  denied. 
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homestead  entry-commutation- act  of  march  8,  1880. 

Eli  M.  Hutchinson. 

Oae  who  submits  final  commntatioD  proof  for  part  of  the  laud  covered  by  his  original 
homestead  entry  exhausts  his  rights  under  such  entry,  but  may  be  permitted  to 
make  applicatiou  for  an  additional  entry  under  section  6,  of  the  act  of  March  2, 

1889. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  August  4,  1800. 

I  have  considered  the  case  arising  upon  the  appeal  of  Eli  M.  Hatch- 
inson  from  your  office  decision  of  October  9, 1885,  rejecting  his  final 
proof  for  the  E.  i  of  the  NW.  \  of  Sec.  35,  T.  28  N.,  R.  10  W.,  Ironton, 
Missouri,  land  district. 

On  November  22, 1882,  Hutchinson  made  homestead  entry  embracing 
said  tract  and  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  same  section.  On  April  30, 
1884,  he  submitted  final  proof  and  made  commutation  cash  entry  for 
said  W.  ^  of  the  NE.  \  of  said  section  upon  which  patent  was  subse- 
quently issued. 

On  January  17, 1886,  he  submitted  homestead  final  proof  for  the  other 
tract  included  in  his  original  entry  which  proof  the  local  officers  ap- 
proved and  issued  final  certificate  to  the  entryman.  This  proof  was 
rejected  by  your  office  upon  the  theory  that  Hutchinson  by  making 
commutation  proof  for  a  part  of  the  land  embraced  in  the  original  entry 
exhausted  his  right  under  the  homestead  law.  This  case  was  hereto- 
fore considered  and  by  departmental  decision  of  September  5, 1890,  it 
was  held  that  under  the  law  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  such  final 
proof  might  be  accepted.  Said  decision  was,  however,  recalled  for  fur- 
ther consideration. 

The  final  proof  is  entirely  satisfactory  in  every  respect  and  indicates 
that  Hutchinson  has  acted  in  good  faith.  He  states  that  he  was  led  to 
commute  his  entry  as  he  did  because  he  had  lost  his  team  and  was  nna- 
ble  to  procure  another  and  had  an  opportunity  to  sell  the  pine  timber 
on  that  part  of  his  entry;  that  before  taking  an^'  steps  however,  he 
consulted  with  the  register  of  the  Ironton  land  office,  who  informed  him 
he  could  commute  on  a  part  of  his  entry  and  afterwards  make  final 
homestead  proof  on  the  balance  and  get  a  patent  for  it.  This  advice 
was  erroneous,  however,  and  Hutchinson  can  not  claim  thereunder  a 
right  not  given  him  by  the  law. 

The  rule  that  by  commutation  the  original  entry  becomes  merged  in 
the  cash  entry,  is  well  established.  One  who  submits  final  commutation 
proof  for  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  his  original  homestead  entry, 
exhausts  his  rights  under  such  entry,    l^athan  T.  Jennings  (8  L.  D.,  53). 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  Hutchinson  had  consummated 
his  original  entry  by  acquiring  title  by  way  of  a  commutation  cash  en- 
try to  a  part  of  the  land  and  there  was  therefore  no  entry  in  existence 
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upon  which  to  base  the  final  certificate  issued  in  January  1885.  For 
these  reasons  your  office  decision  rejecting  the  final  proof  now  under 
consideration  was  correct  and  must  be  sustained,  and  the  departmental 
decision  of  September  5, 1890  is  hereby  revoked  and  set  aside. 

While  Hutchinson  can  not  be  allowed  to  take  the  land  involved  upon 
the  proof  heretofore  submitted,  yet  the  facts  presented  would  seem  to 
bring  him  within  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889 
(25  Stat.,  854).  In  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case  and  the 
apparent  good  faith  of  the  claimant,  he  will  be  allowed  ninety  days  from 
notice  hereof  within  which  to  make  application  for  an  additional  entry 
under  said  act,  to  cover  the  land  in  question. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  modified. 


PRACTICE  -INTEKVENOR- ATTORNET. 

Julia  E.  Quibonet. 

If  the  sworn  statemeut  disolosinj;  the  interest  of  an  intervener  can  in  any  ease  be 
made  by  an  attorney,  it  can  only  be  on  a  fall  statement  of  his  means  of  knowl- 
edge, and  snob  facts  as  will  show  affirmatively  and  positively  that  the  party  seek- 
ing to  intervene  has  a  present  interest  in  the  subject-matter  involved. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  4, 1890. 

On  May  12,  1884,  Julia  E.  Qnironet  filed  preemption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  BE.  J  Sec.  27,  T.  120  N.,  K  77  W.,  Huron  land  dis- 
trict, South  Dakota,  alleging  settlement  May  11, 1884.  iNTovember  12, 
1884,  she  offered  final  proof  before  the  clerk  of  the  probate  court  of 
Potter  county,  D.  T.,  and  on  December  12,  same  year,  final  cash  certifi- 
cate was  issued  thereon  for  the  tract. 

October  6, 1887,  your  office  suspended  said  entry,  rejected  the  final 
proof  and  required  claimant  to  make  new  publication  and  new  proof, 
and  directed  the  local  office  to  notify  her  of  such  action  and  that  she 
would  be  allowed  "  ninety  days  in  which  to  comply  or  appeal.'' 

The  register  informed  your  office  that  notice  of  the  decision  was  sent 
by  registered  mail  to  claimant's  address  May  9,1888,  but  the  same  ^<  was 
returned  unclaimed ; "  that  notice  was  also  given  to  W.  W.  McDonald, 
mortgagee,  by  registered  mail  May  9, 1888. 

July  9,  1888,  one  S.  M,  West,  attorney  on  behalf  of  the  Western 
Loan  and  Trust  Company  of  Pierre,  Dakota,  filed  an  appeal  from  your 
said  office  decision,  and  on  April  1, 1889,  your  office  returned  said  appeal 
to  the  local  office  so  '<  that  the  appellants  may  comply  with  rule  102, 
Bules  of  Practice." 

August  29, 1889,  the  register  informed  your  office  that  on  April  10, 
3889,  S.  M.  West  was  duly  notified  of  said  requirement  and  that  up  to 
Aa\/e  no  action  had  been  taken  by  him.    September  24, 1889^  you  trauQ* 
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mitted  the  case  to  this  Departmeat  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
Bale  82  of  the  Rules  of  Practice,  and  the  case  is  now  before  me. 

The  notice  of  appeal  filed  in  this  case  purports  to  be  signed  by  S.  M. 
West  as  attorney  for  appellant  named  therein,  and  accompanying  the 
same  he  filed  the  following  statement,  viz : — 

I,  S.  M.  West,  being  duly  sworn  depose  and  say  that  I  am  attorney  for  the  Western 
Loan  and  Trust  Couipaoy  of  Pierre,  Dakota,  and  am  authorized  to  appear  and  appeal 
th^  above  case  of  J.  £.  Quironet,  S.  £.  27-120-77,  ou  which  said  company  have  a  pur- 
chase money  mortgage ;  that  said  company  has  informed  me,  and  I  believe  such  in- 
formation to  be  true,  that  the  claimant  has  left  the  Territory  and  cannot  be  brought 
back  to  make  new  proof  on  the  above  land. 

(signed)  8.  M.  WissT. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this      day  of  July  1888. 

The  foregoing  statement  appears  not  to  have  been  executed  before 
any  person  authorized  to  administer  oaths,  but  if  it  had  been  duly 
executed  it  would  not  conform  to  the  requirements  of  Kule  102  of  the 
Bnles  of  Practice,  which  provides  that  '^  No  person  not  a  party  to  the 
record  shall  intervene  in  a  case  without  first  disclosing  on  oath  the 
nature  of  his  interest." 

Neither  the  company  nor  its  alleged  attorney  were  parties  to  the 
record  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  it  has  been  held  that — 

If  an  oath  made  by  an  attorney  could  be  accepted  in  any  case  as  a  compliance  with 
that  rule  (102)  it  could  only  be  after  a  full  statement  of  his  means  of  knowledge,  and 
of  such  facts  as  would  show  affirmatively  and  positively  that  the  party  seeking  to 
intervene  had  at  the  time  a  present  interest  in  the  subject  matter  involved.  Eiiner 
E.  Bush  (9  L.  D.,  628). 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated  the  appeal  of  said  company  is  accord- 
ingly dismissed. 


PRE-KMPTIOX     EXTRY-MARRTED    IVOMAN— EQUITABLE      ADJUDICA- 
TION. 

Margaret  D.  Bailey. 

A  married  woman  may  be  permitted  to  make  a  pre-emption  entry  with  a  view  to  its 
equitable  adjudication,  where  the  proof  shows  that  sbe  had  duly  complied  with 
the  law  in  the  matter  of  filing,  residence,  and  improvements  prior  to  her  marriage. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offi^e^  October  4,  1890. 

« 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Margaret  D.  Bailey,  formerly  Wy- 
brant,  from  your  oflBce  decision  of  December  17,  1887,  rejecting  her 
final  preemption  proof  for  the  SW.|  Sec.  3,  T.  20  S.,  R.  21  W.,  Wa 
Keeney,  Kansas  land  district  and  holding  for  cancellation  her  pre- 
emption fiUng. 

Margaret  D.  Wybrant  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for 
said  land  August  7th,  alleging  settlement  August  2, 1884,  and  on  March 
22, 1887,  submitted  finaljproof  in  support  thereof  under  the  name  of  Mar- 
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garet  D.  Bailey.  This  proof  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  upon  the 
gronnd  that  being  a  married  woman  at  the  date  of  her  final  proof  she 
was  not  then  a  qualified  pre-emptor  and  that  action  was  affirmed  by 
your  office. 

The  final  proof  shows  that  this  claimant  was  at  the  time  of  her  set- 
tlement and  filing  in  August  1884,  a  qualified  pre-emptor;  that  she 
then  established  her  residence  on  said  tract  and  had  resided  there  con- 
inously  to  date  of  final  proof;  that  her  improvements,  consisting  of  a 
sod  house,  seventeen  by  forty  feet  with  three  doors  and  four  windows, 
a  sod  stable  eighteen  by  twenty-six  feet,  a  corral,  a  well,  fencing  and 
seven  acres  of  breaking  were  worth  $420,  and  that  she  was  married  to 
James  Bailey  February  26, 1886. 

It  is  not  shown  when  the  improvements  were  placed  on  this  land,  but 
inasmuch  as  the  claimant  had  made  her  homo  there  for  a  period  of 
eighteen  months  prior  to  the  date  of  her  marriage,  it  is  only  fair  to  con- 
clude that  such  of  them  as  were  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  law  were  made  prior  to  that  date. 

The  recital  of  the  facts  in  this  case  shows  that  it  is  in  every  feature 
except  that  here  the  claimant  had  not  prior  to  her  marriage  given  notice 
of  her  intention  to  submit  final  proof,  the  same  as  the  case  of  Mary  E. 
Funk  (9  L.  D.,  215),  where  the  entry  was  allowed  and  submitted  to  the 
board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  consideration.  In  the  case  of  Emma 
McGlnrg  (10  L.  D.,  629),  after  a  reference  to  the  Funk  case  among  others, 
it  was  said — ^^  I  am  unable  to  preceive  that  the  fact  that  the  pre-emptor 
has  given  notice  of  intention  to  make  final  proof  can  materially  alter 
the  case."  The  case  now  under  consideration  differs  from  the  McOlurg 
case  only  in  the  fact  that  here  no  money  has  been  paid  and  no  final, 
certificate  issued. 

This  case  clearly  cx>mes  within  the  rule  established  by  the  decisions 
referred  to  and  should  be  disposed  of  accordingly  The  decision  ap- 
pealed trom  is  reversed  and  it  is  directed  that  Mrs.  Bailey  be  allowed  to 
complete  her  entry  by  making  payment  after  which  it  will  be  referred 
board  to  the  of  equitable  adjudication  for  consideration. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— CONTIGUITY  OP  TRACTS  ENTERED. 

Douglas  Bandall. 

Tracts  of  land  cornering  on  each  other  are  not  within  the  mle  of  contiguity  required 
under  a  homestead  entry. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  9,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Douglas  Randall,  Sr.,  from  the  decis- 
ion of  your  office  dated  June  14, 1889,  affirming  the  action  of  the  local 
office,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  final  proof  on  his  homestead 
entry  for  lots  3  and  4  Sec  31,  T.  33,  R.  23,  and  S.  i  S£.  ^  of  Sec. 
^,  T.  33y  B.  24  W.  Yalentine  land  district,  Nebraska. 
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March  1, 1884,  he  made  homestead  entry  for  said  tract,  and  on  March 
4,  1889,  he  gave  the  usaal  uotice  of  his  intentioD  to  offer  final  proof, 
which  was  rejected  and  the  following  endorsed  thereon,  viz : 

This  application  is  rejected  for  the  reason  that  the  lands  described  are  not  contign- 

ooB.    Lots  3  and  4  Sec.  31,  T.  33,  B.  23,  only  cornering  with  the  £.  i  S£.  i  Sec.  25, 

T.  33,  K.  24. 

(Signed)  S.  F.  Burtch,  Reg, 

Sam.  G.  Glover,  Bee. 

He  appealed  from  tbis  judgment,  and  on  June  14,  1889,  your  ofSce 
affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  and  directed  them  to  notify  the 
claimant  that  he  would  be  required 

to  surrender  snoh  tracts  as  are  nou-contiguons,  as  he  may  elect,  with  the  right  to 
amend  his  entry  so  as  to  embrace  other  contiguous  land  in  lien  thereof,  or  if  there  is 
no  contiguous  land  he  can  surrender  his  entry  without  prejudice  to  his  rights  to  make 
a  new  one  on  any  unappropriated  laud  subject  to  homestead  entry. 

Claimant  again  appealed. 

From  examination  of  the  record  in  this  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  decision  of  your  office  was  proper  and  in  accordance  with  law,  and 
the  decisions  of  this  Department.  Hugh  Miller  (5L.  D.,  683);  Svang 
V.  Tofley  (6  L.  D.,  621);  C.  P.  Mastersou  (7  L.  D.,  172). 

The  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— RESIDENCE-MILITARY  SERVICE. 

George  W.  Peterson. 

In  case  a  discrepancy  appears  hetween  the  proof  of  military  service  snhmitted,  and 
the  records  of  the  War  Department,  the  proper  practice  is  to  allow  the  claimant 
a  reasonable  time  to  explain  the  discrepancy,  and  if  he  is  unable  to  do  so,  he 
should  then  be  required  to  show  sufficient  actual  residence  on  the  land  to  com- 
plete the  requisite  period. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  6,  1890. 

The  appeal  of  George  W.  Peterson  from  your  office  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1889,  shows  that  on  May  4,  1885,  said  Peterson  made  home- 
stead entry  of  the  SW,  J  of  Sec.  8,  T.  l6  N.,  R.  26  W.,  North  Platte, 
Nebraska,  and  established  residence  thereon  May  9,  of  the  same  year. 

He  submitted  his  final  proof  December  16,  1886,  which  was  accepted 
by  the  register  and  receiver  and  final  certificate,  No.  1209,  issued 
thereon.  With  said  proof  he  submitted  a  copy  of  his  discharge  from 
Co.  F.,  51st  Illinois  Infantry,  from  which  it  appears  that  he  entered  the 
service  January  2,  1862,  and  was  discharged  May  26,  1865,  making  his 
term  of  service  three  years,  four  months  and  twenty-four  days,  which, 
with  his  actual  residence  on  the  land,  would  make  one  day  more  than 
the  required  five  years. 

Accompanying  the  record  is  the  certificate  of  R.  G.  Drum,  Adjutant 
General^  ixom  which  it  appears  that  Peterson  w$^  enrolled  on  the  ^  of 
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Junej  1862,  instead  of  the  2(1  of  January,  as  shown  by  his  discharge, 
thus  making  his  residence  five  months  less  than  the  five  years  required. 

Upon  this  showing  your  office  suspended  the  entry,  and  required  him 
to  furnish  supplemental  proof,  without  publication,  showing  the  full 
five  years  residence.  He  did  not  comply  with  this  requirement,  but  has 
appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  decision  of  your  office  was  right.  When  a  discrepancy  appears 
between  the  proof  of  service  submitted  and  the  records  of  tne  War 
Department,  it  is  the  proper  practice  to  allow  the  claimant  a  reasonable 
time  to  explain,  it'  he  can,  the  discrepancy  (Thomas  Graham,  3  G.  L.  O., 
164),  and  if  he  is  unable  to  do  sp,  then  he  should  be  allowed  to  show 
sufficient  actual  residence  on  the  land  to  complete  the  full  five  years. 

An  examination  of  the  records  of  the  War  Department  shows  con- 
clusively that  Peterson  was  enrolled  on  the  2d  of  June,  instead  of  Jan- 
uary, 1862,  and  therefore  his  discharge,  if  a  correct  copy  of  it  has  been 
certified  with  the  appeal,  is  wrong  as  to  date  of  enrollment.  The  orig- 
inal muster  roll  of  his  company  is  on  file  in  the  War  Department,  and 
a  personal  examination  of  the  same  shows  that  the  mistake  is  in  the 
discharge  and  not  in  the  certificate  of  the  adjutant  general. 

The  five  years  residence  is  an  absolute  requirement  of  the  statute, 
aud  this  Department  has  no  authority  to  waive  it.  While  final  proof 
made  a  few  days  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  five  years  required 
might  be  allowed  on  the  maxim  that  the  law  does  not  regard  trifles, 
this  principle  of  law  afi;brds  no  warrant  to  excuse  five  months  defi- 
ciency, especially  when,  as  in  this  case,  it  is  apparent  that  the  applicaut 
could  not  have  been  innocently  mistaken  as  to  his  term  of  service,  for 
it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  how  a  soldier  can  have  honestly  mistaken 
Junuary  for  June  as  the  date  of  his  enlistment. 

The  claimant  will  be  allowed  sixty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision 
to  comply  with  the  requirement  of  your  office,  and  your  office  decision 
is  accordingly  affirmed. 


U£AKINGS  ORDERED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT-CIRCULAR  OF  MAY  15, 

1888. 

,  United  States  v.  Faxon. 

The  circalar  iiiSbTactions  of  May  15,  1889,  issued  to  special  ageuts  by  the  General 
Land  Office,  directing  the  suspension  of  proceedings  wherein  it  is  believed  that 
the  goverament  will  not  be  able  to  sustain  the  charge  made  against  the  entry, 
is  not  applicable  to  heariugs  ordered  by  the  Department. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  October 

6, 1890. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Albert  D.  Faxon  involving  the  lat- 
ter's  Osage  cash  entry  for  the  W.  i  NE.  i  and  NE.  i  NE.  J,  Sec.  22,  T. 
30  S.J  R.  12  W.,  Larned,  Kansas,  the  Department  on  October  23, 1880, 
foand  that  in  a  hearing  ordered  on  report  of  a  special  agent  to  deter- 
mine said  entryuian's  compliance  with  law  the  local  officers  had  failed 
i5497— YOL  11 ^34 
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to  consider  certain  testimony  favorable  to  the  entrymau,  and  farther 
found  that  certain  testimony  against  the  entryman's  interest  had  been 
improperly  introduced  and  considered.  A  rehearing  was  acconlingly 
ordered. 

A  motion  for  review  was  filed  by  F.  E.  Tower,  assignee,  but  the  De- 
partment on  May  21, 1890,  overruled  the  same  and  adhered  to  its  orig- 
inal order. 

I  am  now  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  IGth  ult.  transmitting  a 
report  dated  September  5,  from  special  agent  Yost  who  gives  it  as  his 
opinion,  after  examination, "  that  we  would  entail  considerable  expense 
by  having  a  hearing  with  very  little  prospect  of  cancelling  the  entry." 
You  accordingly  ask  authority  to  relieve  the  entry  from  suspension. 

It  appears  the  action  of  the  agent  was  taken  under  your  office  circular 
letter  of  May  15,  1889,  to  special  agents  which  was  as  follows: 

If,  upon  re-exanuDation  of  a  case  reported  by  a  former  ageot,  or  in  any  case,  in 
which  you  have  been  directed  to  attend  the  hearing,  yon  are  convinced  that  tlio  gov- 
ernment will  be  unable  to  sustain  the  charges,  you  will  continue  the  case,  if  date  for 
trial  has  been  set,  and  notify  all  parties  in  interest,  in  order  that  they  need  not  be 
put  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  appearing  at  the  local  office. 

You  will  thereupon  immediately  report  all  the  iacts  to  this  office,  giving  in  foil 
your  reasons  for  believing  that  the  government  will  be  unable  to  make  out  a  prima 
facie  case ;  and  await  iurther  instructions. 

By  letter  of  June  10,  last  you  notified  the  special  agent  of  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  Department  and  directed  him  to  ^'  confer  with 
the  local  officers  and  agree  upon  such  a  date  for  the  re-hearing  aa  will 
enable  you  to  be  in  attendance  and  present  testimony  on  the  part  of 
the  goverument." 

The  special  agent  presents  the  affidavits  of  James  Crouch,  John  H. 
Wheat  and  W.  H.  Slack.  Wheat  states  that  claimant  settled  on  the 
tract  in  the  spring  of  1880  and  lived  thereon  during  the  spring  and 
summer,  that  he  built  a  dug-out  house,  and  a  good  sized  sheep  corral, 
and  *'  stayed  here  about  three  years."  Croiich  corroborated  these  allC' 
gations.  Both  believe  claimant  acted  in  good  faith.  Slack  says  claim- 
ant never  built  a  house  or  corral  on  the  tract.  Both  Slack  and  Wheat 
were  witnesses  at  the  former  hearing ;  the  former  for  the  government, 
the  latter  for  the  entry.  The  issue  now  made  by  their  statements  is  the 
same  as  that  on  which  the  re-hearing  was  ordered.  The  issue  of  fact 
still  remains.  It  is  true  the  agent  states  he  regrets  to  say  that  in  his 
opinion  Slack  is  not  reliable,  but  this  is  a  matter  which  should  be  a 
subject  of  cross-examination.  Under  these  circumstances  I  am  of 
opinion  the  hearing  as  ordered  should  proceed. 

Moreover  I  do  not  think  your  office  circular  letter  of  May  15, 1889, 
supra^  should  be  held  to  apply  to  hearings  ordered  by  the  Department. 
Such  hearings  ordered  by  your  office  are  upon  the  ex  parte  reports  of 
special  agents,  but  those  by  the  Department  are  after  examination  of 
the  testimony.    The  same  rulo  therefore  should  not  be  applied  to  both. 

The  hearing  will  proceed  as  ordered. 
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TIMBER  AND  STONE  ACT-MABRTED  WOMAN. 

Kangt  Jane  Harris. 

A  married  woman  in  the  State  of  California  is  not  disqualified  to  make  a  timber  land 
entry  under  the  act  of  Jnne  3,  1878,  by  the  fact  that  her  husband  has  made  an 
entry  nnder  said  act  and  paid  for  the  laud  with  community  money. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  October  7, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Nancy  Jane  Harris  from  jour  decision 
of  June  3, 1889,  rejecting  her  application  to  purchase  nnder  the  act  of 
June  3, 1878,  the  SE.  J  of  N  W.  i,  NE.  i  of  SW.  J  and  IST.  i  of  SE.  J  of 
Sec.  9,  T.  5  S.  B.  21  E.,  Stockton,  California. 

On  July  23, 1888,  Nancy  J.  Harris,  and  her  husband  Reuben  0.  Har- 
ris, each  made  application  to  purchase  one  hundred  and  silty  acres  of 
land  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

The  application  of  the  husband  was  considered  first,  and  his  entry 
allowed,  and  payment  for  the  land  was  made  with  community  money. 

The  applicant,  Mrs.  Harris,  swore  that  she  made  the  entry  in  good 
faith  for  her  own  use  and  not  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  any  other  person, 
also  that  no  other  person  or  firm  or  association  has  any  interest  in  tlic 
entry,  or  in  the  land  or  timber  tliereon.  She  also  swore  that  she  is  a 
native  born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that  she  is  possessed  of 
separate  property  of  her  own,  and  that  she  intended  to  pay  for  said  land 
with  her  own  separate  money. 

Her  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  oflice,  and  by  your  office,  for 
the  reason  that  her  husband  had  already  made  entry  for  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  of  land  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  and  made  pay- 
ment for  the  same  with  community  property. 

The  theory  upon  which  this  action  was  based  is  set  forth  in  the  decision 
of  your  office  in  the  case  of  Maggie  Baxter  (Copp's  Land  Owner,  Vol. 
14,. page  288).  In  said  decision  it  is  stated  '^A  husband  and  wife  under 
said  act  are  construed  to  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  ^'  asso- 
ciation of  persons"  and  any  purchase  made  by  either  during  cover- 
ture, with  community  property,  would  bar  the  other  from  making  such 
an  entry,  because  by  the  common  interest  that  each  would  have  in 
such  an  entry,  they  would  have  exhausted  their  rights  under  said  act 
and  theretbre  could  not  be  allowed  to  make  a  second  entry." 

In  Galifornia  the  property  acquired  by  either  husband  or  wife  after 
marriage  is  community  property  except  that  acquired  by  either  by  gift, 
bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  hence  your  office  assumed  that  the  interest 
in  any  real  estate  purchased  with  community  property  enures  to  the 
wife  to  such  an  extent  that  she  is  prohibited  by  the  act  from  making  a 
further  entry. 

By  section  172  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California,  it  is  provided  that "  the 
husband  has  the  management  and  control  of  the  community  prop- 
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ertj  with  the  like  absolute  power  of  disposition  (other  than  testament- 
ary) as  he  has  of  his  separate  estate." 

The  supreme  court  of  California  in  the  case  of  Oreiner  v.  Greiner  (58 
GaLy  116),  say. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  codes  the  title  to  the  common  property  vested  in  the 
husband.  He  conld  during  the  coverture  dispose  of  such  property  absolutely,  as  if  it 
vere  his  own  separate  property.  The  interest  of  the  wife  during  the  same  period  was 
a  mere  expectancy,  like  the  interest  which  an  heir  may  possess  in  the  property  of  his 
aocestor  (Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  Cal.,  312;  De  Godey  v.  Qodey,  39  id.,  164).  It  is 
true  that  the  hnsband  conld  not  deprive  her  of  it  by  his  will  (Beard  v.  Know,  5  Cal., 
256).    The  same  is  true  under  the  civil  code. 

In  section  1402  of  the  civil  code  of  California,  it  is  provided  that  <*  in 
case  of  the  dissolution  of  the  community  by  the  death  of  the  husband, 
the  entire  community  property  is  equally  subject  to  his  debts,  the  family 
allowance  and  the  charge  and  expense  of  administration." 

In  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  law  of  California,  and  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  thereunder,  I  am  of  the  opinion,  that  the  interest  of  the  wife 
in  the  community  property,  is  not  such  an  interest  as  prohibits  her  from 
making  an  entry  under  the  act  in  question. 

In  the  case  of  Delila  Stukel  (10  L.  D.,  47),  it  was  held  that  a  married 
woman  in  the  State  of  (Jregon  could  purchase  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  in  question. 

To  deny  the  same  right  to  a  married  woman  in  the  State  of  California 
is  to  render  the  operations  and  benefit  of  the  law  unequal  in  the  diU'er- 
ent  States  where  the  law  is  operative,  a  result  neither  provided  for  nor 
contemplated  by  the  act. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  applicant  Harris  is  qualified  to  purchase 
under  her  application. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  rule  announced  in  the  case  of  Isabella  M. 
Dwyer  (6  L.  D.,  32),  will  be  followed. 

Your  decision  is,  therefore,  reversed. 


OSAGE  LAND— RIGHT  OF  PURCHASE-SECTION  8285  R.  S. 

Daniel  W.  Debo. 

The  provisions  of  section  2265  of  the  Revised  Statutes  are  not  intended  to  exempt 
the  settlers  named  therein  from  the  specified  restrictions  of  the  pre-emption  law 
except  as  to  the  particular  tracts  held  by  settlement  on  May  9,  1872,  and  the 
purchase  of  said  lands  exhausts  the  pre-emption  right  either  as  to  Osage  or 
other  land. 

Settlement  on  Osage  land  subsequent  to  the  act  of  May  9,  1872,  does  not  authorize 
the  purchase  thereof,  if  [prior  thereto  such  settler  had  perfected  an  entry  of 
Osage  land. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Zand  Office^  October 

8,  1890. 

On  May  24,  1886,  Daniel  W.  Debo  made  Osage  cash  entry  of  the 
N.  J  of  NE.  i  and  tbe  N.  ^  of  NW.  J,  Sec.  14,  T.  32  S.,  li.  14  E.,  'Toi)cka, 
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Kansas,  wbicli  yoa  beld  for  cancellatioD,  for  the  reason  that  be  bad 
previously,  to  wit:  on  July  12, 1871,  made  entry  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  Osage  Indian  trust  and  diminished  reserve  lands,  and 
that  having  made  one  entry  of  these  lands,  to  the  extent  of  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres,  be  is  debarred  from  making  another  entry  of  Osage 
lands. 

From  this  decision  the  claimant  appealed,  alleging  error  in  said  de- 
cision in  holding  that  an  entry  made  of  Osage  lands  prior  to  ''  March 
22, 1872,"  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  entry  of  other  Osage  lands.  In  sup- 
port of  this  appeal  he  relies  upon  section  2285  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
which  provides  that : 

The  restrictions  of  the  pre-emption  laws,  contained  in  sections  twenty-two  hundred 
and  sixty  and  twenty-two  hundred  and  sixty-one,  shall  not  apply  to  any  settler  on 
the  Osage  trust  and  diminished  reserve  lands  in  thd  State  of  Kansas,  who  was  actu- 
ally residing  on  his  claim  on  the  ninth  day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy- 
two. 

By  treaty  of  September  29, 1865  (14  Stat.,  687),  the  Great  and  Little 
Osage  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  certain  tracts  of  land  to  be 
sold  for  the  benefit  of  said  Indians.  By  the  1st  article  of  said  treaty  a 
cession  was  made  of  what  is  known  as  the  Osage  ceded  lauds,  in  wbich 
it  was  stipulated  that  ^^  Said  lands  shall  be  surveyed  and  sold,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  on  the  most  advantageous 
terms,  for  cash,  as  public  lands  are  surveyed  and  sold  under  existing 
laws,  but  no  pre-emption  claim  or  homestead  settlement  shall  be  recog- 
nized." By  the  2d  article  of  said  treaty,  the  Indians  also  ceded  what 
is  known  as  the  Osage  trust  lands,  to  wit : 

A  tract  of  land  twenty  miles  in  width  from  north  to  south,  off  the  north  side  of  the 
remainder  of  their  present  reservatioD,  and  extending  its  entire  length  from  east  to 
west;  which  land  is  to  he  held  in  trust  for  said  Indians,  and  to  he  surveyed  and  sold 
for  their  benefit  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
be  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe,  under  the  direction  of  the  commissioner  of  the 
general  land  office,  as  other  lands  are  surveyed  and  sold. 

It  was  also  agreed  by  the  16th  article  of  said  treaty  that,  if  said  In- 
dians should  agree  to  remove  from  the  State  of  Kansas  and  settle  on 
lands  provided  for  them  by  the  United  States  in  the  Indian  Territory, 
then  the  diminished  reservation  shall  likewise  be  disposed  of  in  the 
same  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose  as  the  trust  land  provided  for 
by  tbe  second  article  of  the  treaty. 

The  joint  resolution  of  April  10,1869  (16  Stat.,  55),  provided  that  any 
bona  fide  settler  residing  upon  any  portion  of  said  lands  sold  to  the 
United  States  by  the  first  and  second  articles  of  the  treaty,  who  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  had  declared  his  intention  to  become  a 
citizen,  shall  be  entitled  to  purchase  the  same,  in  quantity  not  to  exceed 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
acre. 

The  act  of  July  15, 1870  (16  Stat,  362),  made  an  appropriation  for 
the  removal  of  the  Indians  from  the  diminished  reisiervation,  and  pro- 
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vidcd  tbat  after  tbe  removal  therefrom,  said  lands,  as  well  as  tbe  trust 
lands  north  of  said  diminished  reservation, 

Shall  be  sold  to  actual  settlers  only,  said  settlers  beiug  heads  of  families,  or  over 
twenty-one  yeara  of  age,  in  quantities  not  exceeding  one  handred  and  sixty  acree, 
in  square  form,  to  each  settler  at  the  price  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
acre,  payment  to  be  made  in  cash  within  one  year  from  date  of  settlement  or  of  tbe 
passage  of  this  act. 

From  the  foregoing,  it  will  be  seen  that  tbe  joint  resolution  of  April 
10,  1869,  conferred  upon  borui  fide  settlers  residing  upon  tbe  Osage 
ceded  lands  and  the  Osage  trust  lauds  a  preference  right  of  purchase, 
in  quantity  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  at  tbe  single 
minimum  price  for  public  lands,  and  the  act  of  July  15, 1870,  restricted 
the  sale  of  tbe  Osage  trust  and  the  diminished  reserve  lands  to  actual 
settlers  only,  in  quantities  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
to  each  settler,  without  subjecting  the  disposition  of  said  lauds  to  all 
the  provisions  of  the  pre-emption  law. 

The  only  condition  necessary  to  the  right  of  purchase  under  tbe  act 
of  July  15, 1870,  was  that  tbe  purchaser  should  be  an  actual  settler  on 
tbe  land,  and,  although  he  had  removed  from  laud  of  his  own,  or  was 
the  owner  of  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of  land,  or  bad  formerly 
exercised  the  right  of  pre-emption  of  public  lands  under  tbe  act  of 
September  4,  1841,  be  would  nevertheless  be  cut i tied  to  purchase  Osage 
lauds  by  virtue  of  his  settlement  thereon,  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  to  each  settler.  Foster  v,  Brost  (11  Kansas,  350) ; 
United  States  v.  Woodbury  (5  L.  D.,  303). 

This  was  the  law  in  force  providing  for  tbe  disposition  of  tbese  lands 
when  tbe  act  of  May  9, 1872  (17  Stat.,  90),  was  pass  'd,  subjecting  all 
entries  of  tbese  lands  to  the  general  principles  of  tbe  pre-emption  laws, 
but  provided  by  the  third  section  of  said  act. 

That  the  sale  or  transfer  of  his  or  her  claim  upon  any  portion  of  these  lands  by  any 
settler  prior  to  the  issne  of  the  commissioner's  instractions  of  April  twenty-sixth, 
eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-one,  shall  not  operate  to  preclude  the  right  of  entry, 
under  the  ]>rovision8  of  this  act,  upon  another  tract  settled  upon  subsequent  to  such 
sulo  or  transfer:  Providedj  That  satisfactory  proof  of  good  faith  be  furnished  upon 
such  Rubsequent  scttleuicut:  Provided  further.  That  ihe  restrictions  of  the  pre-emp- 
tion laws  relating  to  previous  enjoyment  of  the  pre-emption  right,  t^o  removal  from 
one's  own  land  in  the  same  State,  or  the  ownership  of  over  three  hundred  and  twenty 
ncrcs,  shall  not  apply  to  any  settler  actually  residing  on  his  or  her  claim  at  the  date 
of  the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  second  proviso  to  said  section  was  subsequently  embodied  in  sec- 
tion 2285  of  tbe  Bevised  Statutes,  as  heretofore  quoted. 

It  was  obviously  the  sole  purpose  of  the  third  section  of  said  act  to 
protect  the  rights  of  actual  settlers,  whose  claims  were  initiated  under 
the  laws  in  force  at  the  date  of  tbe  passage  of  tbe  act,  and  who  were 
then  actually  residing  on  their  claims,  by  allowing  them  to  complete 
their  entries  and  perfect  their  title,  although  they  might  not  have  the 
qualifications  of  pre-emptors,  as  prescribed  by  the  first  section  of  the 
act;  but  it  did  not  intend  to  exempt  such  settlers  from  tbe  restriotions 
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of  the  pre-emption  law,  except  as  to  the  particular  tract-s  then  settled 
upon,  and  the  parchase  of  said  lands  ezhansted  the  preemption  right, 
and  could  not  be  again  exercised,  either  in  the  purchase  of  Osage  lands, 
or  of  other  lands  under  the  pre-emption  law ;  and  also  where  settlement 
was  made  on  Osage  trust  and  diminished  reserve  lands,  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  May  9, 1872,  such  settler  could  not  acquire  title  to 
said  land,  if  he  had  previously  made  entry  of  Osage  lands,  or  had  ex- 
hausted his  pre-emption  right  under  the  general  pre-emption  law.  (Todd 

Enepple,  5  L.  D.,  537.) 
Nor  does  the  third  section  of  said  act  authorize  the  entry  of  a  tract 

of  Osage  Indian  trust  and  diminished  reserve  land  settled  upon  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  May  9, 1872,  if  such  settler  had  already  ac- 
quired title  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  Osage  lands.  The  pro- 
vision contained  in  said  section,  <'  that  the  sale  or  transfer  of  his  or  her 
claim  npon  any  portion  of  these  lands,  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  commis- 
sioner's instructions  of  April  twenty-six,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy 
one,  shall  not  operate  to  preclude  the  right  of  entry,  under  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  upon  another  tract  settled  upon  subsequent  to  such  sale 
or  transter,"  has  reference  to  the  sale  or  transfer  of  a  claim  initiated  by 
settlement  that  had  not  been  perfected,  and  not  to  an  entry  that  had 
been  allowed.  It  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  act  to  enlarge  the  rights 
of  the  settlers  upon  these  lands,  but  merely  to  protect  their  rights  or 
claims  acquired  under  laws  existing  at  the  date  said  claims  or  rights 
were  initiated,  and  as  the  act  of  July  15, 1870,  expressly  limited  the 
right  of  purchase  to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  each  settler,  when 
an  entry  of  this  quantity  was  made,  the  right  of  the  settler  was  ex- 
hausted as  to  these  lands,  and  he  could  not  acquire  a  right  to  purchase 
any  other  quantity  under  any  of  the  laws. 
The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE-APPEALr-NOTICK— APPLICATION  FOR  RB-INSTATEMENT. 

Ghables  a.  Parker. 

'Where  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  decision  holding  an  entry  for  cancellation,  on  ac- 
count of  the  adverse  claim  of  another,  it  will  not  he  entertained  in  the  ahsence 
of  due  notice  to  snch  adverse  claimant. 

The  failure  of  the  General  Land  OfiQce  to  return,  under  rule  82  of  practice,  an  appeal 
which  is  defective  for  want  of  notice,  does  not  relieve  the  Department  from  the 
necessity  of  dismissing  said  appeal  on  account  of  such  defect,  if  the  time  allowed 
for  appeal  and  notice  thereof  has  expired. 

A  pending  application  for  the  re-instatement  of  an  entry  for  land  emhraced  within 
the  intervening  entry  of  another,  is  at  once  effective  on  the  cancellation  of  such 
intervening  entry,  and  segregates  the  land  covered  thereby. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  October 

8,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  application  by  Charles  A.  Parker,  for  a  review 
of  my  decision  of  February  10,  1890,  dismissing  his  appeal  from  your 
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(lecisiou  of  June  27,  1889,  bolding  for  cancellation  his  timber  culture 
entry  for  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  3  N.,  R.  50  W.,  Denver,  Colorado. 

My  decision  was  based  upon  the  ground  that  no  copy  of  the  appeal 
of  Parker  had  been  served  upon  William  Whitehurst,  an  adverse 
claimant. 

The  material  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows : 

William  Whitehurst  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the  tract  in  ques- 
tion September  1, 1885. 

On  March  28, 1887,  said  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  upon  the  re- 
port of  Inspector  Hobbs,  that  the  (fame  was  made  through  George  F. 
Work  and  T.  B.  Babcock,  notary  public,  without  the  formality  of  swear- 
ing claimant  to  the  preliminary  affidavits.  As  the  claimant  failed  to 
respond  to  the  notice  sent  him,  the  entry  was  canceled  December  7, 
1887. 

On  December  31, 1887,  Andrew  J.  Clute,  jr.,  made  timber  culture 
entry  for  the  land.  On  January  16,  1888,  the  local  officers  transmitted 
to  your  office,  the  application  of  Whitehurst  for  the  re-instatement  of 
his  entry.  In  his  affidavit  in  support  of  his  application,  he  states  that 
he  swore  to  the  timber  culture  affidavits  before  T.  B.  Babcock,  a  notary 
public,  at  Yuma,  Colorado,  that  he  signed  the  necessary  pai)ers  at  Otis, 
Ool.,  and  by  arrangement  said  Babcock  met  him  as  the  train  passed  the 
station  at  Yuma,  and  administered  the  oath  to  him.  He  also  swore 
that  during  the  first  year  he  plowed  over  five  acres  and  had  planted 
cuttings  and  tree  seeds,  and  had  plowed  fifty  acres  additional,  and  that 
he  was  living  on  adjoining  land  which  he  had  settled  uiion  as  a  pre- 
emptor. 

T.  B.  Babcock,  the  notary  public,  corroborates  the  statement  of 
Whitehurst,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  affidavits  in  question  were 
taken. 

On  April  11, 1888,  your  office,  instructed  the  local  officers,  to  call  upon 
Andrew  J.  Clute,  jr.,  to  show  cause  why  the  entry  of  Whitehurst  should 
not  be  re-instated,  and  his  subsequent  entry  canceled. 

It  appears  that  before  tiiis  letter  was  written,  viz.,  on  iM!arch  29, 1888, 
Clute  had  relinquished  his  entry,  and  the  same  had  been  canceled  at 
the  local  office,  and  on  the  same  day  Charles  A.  Parker  made  timber 
culture  entry  for  the  land. 

By  letter  of  April  17,  1888,  you  re-instated  the  entry  of  Whitehurst 

On  June  27,  1889,  you  held  the  entry  of  Parker  for  cancellation  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  erroneously  allowed  during  the  pendency  of  the 
application  of  Whitehurst  for  the  re-instatement  of  his  entry. 

Parker  filed  an  appeal  from  your  decision,  alleging, — 

1st.  Error  in  re-instating  the  entry  of  Whitehurst  without  notice  to 
Parker,  and, — 

2nd.,  Error  in  holding  the  entry  of  Parker  for  cancellation  without  op- 
portunity to  show  cause  why  said  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 
Parker  failed  to  serve  a  copy  of  this  appeal  on  Whitehurst,  and  on 
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motioD  of  attoruey  for  the  latter,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  by  my  de- 
cision of  February  10,  1890. 
The  motion  for  review  is  based  apon  the  following  grounds, — 

1.  That  the  decision  appealed  from  was  in  an  ex  parte  case  in  which  there  was  no 
opposing  party  entitled  to  notice. 

It  is  sufficient  answer  to  this  assignment  to  say  that  the  decision  from 
which  the  appeal  was  taken  expressly  states  that  the  entry  of  Parker 
was  held  for  cancellation  by  reason  of  Whitehnrst's  adverse  claim  and 
Parker  was  required  to  take  notice  of  the  same,  even  if  by  reason  of  de- 
fective annotations  the  proper  records  of  the  local  office  did  not  show 
the  existence  of  such  a  claim. 

The  2nd  ground  upon  which  review  is  asked  is : 

That  if  the  appeal  was  considered  defective,  for  want  of  service  on  Wliitehnrst,  the 
appellant  shonld  h'ave  heen  notified,  under  practice  rnle  82,  and  allowed  the  oppor- 
tunity of  amending  the  same  within  fifteen  days. 

Under  this  rnle,  it  wafl  the  duty  of  your  office  to  notify  appellant  of 
the  defect  in  his  appeal  and  to  return  the  same  for  amendment.  John 
Ilalla  (7  L.  D.,  464).  When  the  defective  appeal  reached  this  office  it 
was  too  late  to  amend  the  same  and  file  within  the  time  required  by  the 
rules  of  practice,  hence  the  appeal  was  dismissed  lor  failure  to  serve  no- 
tice on  the  adverse  party  as  required  by  said  rules.  Bundy  v,  Fremont 
Townsite  (10  L.  D.,  595).  The  third  ground  upon  which  review  is  asked 
is: 

That  the  error  of  the  Commissioner  in  the  decision  appealed  from  is  so  apparent  and 
the  iujustice  to  Parker  so  great  that  it  would  ho  proper  for  yon  in  the  exercise  of  your 
supervisory  powers  to  reverse  it  if  yon  should  hold  that  the  appeal  was  not  properly 
taken. 

In  reply  I  would  say  that  the  decision  of  your  office  was  in  accord- 
ance with  the  established  rulings  of  the  Department,  that  an  application 
to  enter  land  segregated  the  same  and  operated  to  prevent  further  dis- 
posal thereof  until  final  decision.  Sabeu  v,  Amundson  {^  L.  D.,  578); 
Arthur  P.  Toombs  (10  L.  D.,  192);  Griffin  v.  Pettigrew  (10  L.  D.,  510). 

The  application  of  Whitehurst  for  a  reinstatement  of  his  entry,  was, 
in  effect,  an  application  to  enter  the  land,  and  should  it  be  alleged  that 
the  existing  entry  of  Clute  segregated  the  land  at  the  time  the  applica- 
tion was  filed,  the  instant  the  land  became  free  by  the  cancellation  of 
Olute's  entry,  the  application  took  efifect,  and  the  subsequent  entry  of 
Parker  was  erroneously  allowed. 

If,  as  is  intimated  by  counsel  for  Parker,  the  entry  of  Whitehurst  is 
illegal,  it  is  subject  to  contest. 

The  motion  is  denied. 
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PRIVATE  CliAIM-SCRIP-ACT  OF  MAUCU  8,  1880. 

McDoNoaH  School  Fund. 

Scrip  iaeued  under  the  act  of  Judo  2,  1858,  in  satisfaction  of  a  private  claim,  may  only 
be  locat-ed  npon  land  subject  to  sale  at  private  cash  entry. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissian&r  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

October  10,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  app  eal  of  the  eomraissioners  of  the  McDonogh 
school  fund  from  the  decision  of  jonr  office  affirming  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  in  rejecting  the  application  of  said  commissioners  to  par- 
chase  sections  14  and  15,  township  19  south,  range  28  east,  S.  E.  Dis- 
trict, Louisiana,  with  surveyor-general  scrip. 

Said  application  was  rejected,  upon  the  ground  that  the  tract  applied 
for  is  not  subject  to  sale  at  private  cash  entry.  From  this  decision  the 
applicants  appealed,  alleging  error  in  said  decision  upon  the  ground 
that  the  original  claim  for  which  the  scrip  was  issued  had  been  donated 
by  the  confirmee  to  the  McDonogh  school  fund  and  should  have  been 
confirmed  in  place. 

This  scrip  was  issued  under  the  act  of  June  2,  1858  (11  Stat.,  294), 
which  provided  that  where  any  private  land  claim  has  been  confirmed 
by  Congress,  and  the  same  in  whole  or  in  part  has  not  been  located 
or  satisfied,  that  the  surveyor-general  shall  issue  to  the  claimant  cer- 
tificates of  location  for  a  quantity  of  land  equal  to  that  so  confirmed, 
which  may  be  located  upon  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States, 
subject  to  sale  at  private  entry  at  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
acre.  This  scrip  was  received  by  the  confirmees,  or  their  assignees  of 
such  claim,  in  satisfaction  of  the  claim  so  confirmed,  and  the  mere  fact 
that  the  claim  for  which  the  scrip  was  issued  had  been  located  in  place 
confers  no  right  upon  the  holders  of  this  scrip  to  locate  it  upon  other 
lands,  except  those  subject  to  private  cash  entry  at  one  dollar  and 
twenty-five  cents  per  acre. 

The  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854),  withdrew  from  private  cash 
entry  all  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  except  in  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri, and  these  lands  were  therefore  not  subject  to  purchase  with  said 
scrip  at  date  of  the  application. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER  CUJLTITRE  ENTRT-TECHNICAIi  QUARTER  SECTION. 

James  0.  G  arm  an. 

Under  the  timber  cultare  law  an  entry  may  embrace  a  technical  quarter  sectioDf 

without  reference  to  its  relation  to  the  entire  section. 
The  case  of  Andrew  Johnsou  cited  and  distinguished. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  10,  1890. 

On  February  3, 1888,  James  C.  Garman  applied  at  the  Denver,  Col- 
orado, land  office  to  make  timber  culture  entry  for  the  SE.  4,  Sec.  20, 
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T.  12  N.,  E.  51  W.,  whicb  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers 
for  the  reason  that ''  the  tract  applied  (or  contains  more  than  one-quarter 
of  the  area  of  the  entire  section." 

Your  office  on  Jane  23, 1888,  upon  appeal  of  the  en  try  man,  affirmed 
that  judgment  and  the  applicant  has  appealed  therefrom  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

The  tract  applied  for  is  the  ordinary  quarter  section  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres,  but  it  appears  the  entire  section  in  which  it  is  locate<l 
contains  but  389.50  acres. 

Section  1  of  the  timber  culture  act,  (June  14,  1878,  20  Stats.,  113,) 
provides : 

That  the  act  entitled  '*  An  act  to  amend  the  act  entitled  *  An  act  to  encourage  the 
growth  of  timber  on  western  prairies/  "  approved  March  13, 1874,  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  That  any  person  who  is  the  head  of  a  fam- 
ily, or  who  has  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  and  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  who  shall  have  filed  his  declaration  of  intention  to  become  snch,  as  re- 
quired by  the  naturalization  laws  of  the  United  States,  who  shall  plant,  protect,  and 
keep  in  a  healthy,  growing  condition  for  eight  years  ten  acres  of  timber,  on  any  quar- 
ter-section of  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  or  five  acres  on  any  legal 
subdivision  of  eighty  acres,  or  two  and  one-half  acres  on  any  legal  subdivision  of 
forty  acres  or  less,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  whole  of  said  quarter-section, 
or  of  such  legal  subdivision  of  eighty  or  forty  acres,  or  fractioual  subdivision  of  less 
than  forty  acres,  as  the  case  may  be,  at  the  expiration  of  said  eight  years,  on  making 
proof  of  such  fact  by  not  less  than  two  credible  witnesses,  and  a  full  compliance  of 
the  further  conditions  as  provided  in  section  two :  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  one  quarter  of  any  section  shall  be  thus  grante<l,  and  that  no  person  shall  make 
more  than  one  entry  under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  judgment  of  your  office  and  of  the  local  office  is  based  on  the 
proviso :  "  That  not  more  than  one-quarter  of  anj'  section  shall  be  thus 
granted  for  a  timber  culture  entry."  In  this  I  think  you  are  in  error. 
It  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  what  Congress  intended  by  this  phrase  is 
that  not  more  than  one-quarter  section  of  any  section  should  be  appro- 
priated for  the  artificial  cultivation  of  timber  in  any  one  section.  And 
what  it  meant  by  the  term  "  one  quarter  of  any  section  "  as  here  used 
means  a  legal  subdivision  covered  by  the  descriptive  term  "  quarter 
section,"  and  that  in  no  case  can  more  than  one  quarter  section  as  sur- 
veyed be  entered  under  the  timber  culture  act.  This  is  borne  out,  I 
think,  by  the  use  of  the  language  ^'  that  any  person  ....  who 
shall  plant  ....  on  any  quarter  section  of  public  lands  ten  acres 
of  timber  ....  shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  whole  of 
said  quarter  section    ....    at  the  expiration  of  eight  years,  etc." 

The  whole  import  of  said  section  clearly  implies  that  a  qualified  eu- 
tiyman  may  enter  a  quarter  section  or  any  lesser  legal  subdivision  of  a 
section  of  land  subject  to  such  entry.  If  the  language  used  therein  was 
that  "  not  more  than  one-fourth  of  any  section  "  shall  thus  be  granted, 
then  there  could  be  no  question  about  the  construction  to  be  placed 
upon  the  act.  But  I  am  firm  in  my  conviction,  from  the  reading  of 
said  section,  that  Congress  had  in  mind  a  technical  quarter  section  in 
adopting  this  prohibitory  clause. 
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In  this  case  tbe  application  is  for  a  technical  quarter  section  as  sur- 
veyed. It  is  not,  therefore,  technically  for  "more  than  one  quarter"  of 
tbe  section. 

Under  the  homestead  law  (Section  2289,  R.  S.)  entries  are  restricted 
to  "  one  quarter  section  or  a  less  quantity." 

It  is  now  the  established  opinion  of  this  Department  that  under  this 
language  an  entry  may  be  made  of  a  quarter  section  as  it  is  found  sur- 
veyed without  reference  to  its  area  or  to  the  area  of  the  section.  Will- 
iam O.  Elson  (6  L.  D.,  797),  Benjamin  L.  Wilson  (10  L.  D.,  524). 

The  pre-emption  law  provides  (Section  2259,  li.  S.)  that  an  entry  may 
be  made  of  "any  number  of  acres  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty, 
or  a  quarter  section."  This  language  also  is  held  by  the  Department 
to  authorize  an  entry  of  a  technical  quarter  section  without  regard  to 
its  actual  area.    John  W.  Douglas  (10  L.  D.,  116). 

These  rulings  clearly  indicate  the  attitude  of  the  Department  upon 
the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the  terms  used  in  the  laws  men- 
tioned as  descriptive  of  the  quantity  of  land  which  may  be  entered. 
Following  the  spirit  of  these  rulings,  I  find  no  difficulty  in  concluding 
that  the  words  of  the  timber  culture  law  should  receive  a  like  construc- 
tion. The  reasons  supporting  the  conclusion  in  those  cases  are  equally 
applicable  in  this,  and  need  not  here  be  set  out.  Reference  to  those 
cases  is  sufficient. 

It  is  true  in  the  case  of  Andrew  Johnson  (10  L.  D.,  G81),  an  applica- 
tion to  make  entry  for  a  certain  lot  was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the 
area  of  the  lot  added  to  that  of  a  tract  in  the  same  section  already  cov- 
ered by  a  timber  culture  entry  '*  would  exceed  one-fourth,  of  the  sec- 
tion." I  am  of  the  opinion  that  case  should  be  distinguished  from  the 
one  at  bar.  In  that  case  entry  of  one  legal  subdivision,  eighty  acres, 
of  a  section  which  contained  only  380.00,  had  been  made,  and  to  allow 
another  subdivision  in  a  different  quarter  section  to  be  entered  would 
be  to  allow  entry  of  more  than  one-fourth  of  the  area  of  the  section. 

Hence,  that  case  does  not  furnish  a  guide  for  the  disposition  of  this. 
Each  case  must  stand  on  the  peculiar  circumstances  surrounding  it, 
and  at  the  same  time  carry  out  the  spirit  of  the  act  and  the  intent  of 
Congress.  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  views  herein  ex])ressed 
are  a  correct  interpretation  of  sai<l  act. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  a  timber  culture  entry  may  be  made  of  a 
technical  quarter  section,  without  reference  to  its  relation  to  the  entire 
section. 

Said  decision  is  consequently^  reversed. 
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SCHOOL.  INDEMNITY- STATE  OF  WASHINGTON. 

L.  H.  Wheeleb. 

An  indemnity  school  Belection  made  by  tlie  territory  of  WashiDgton  nnder  the  pro- 
visions of  section  tJ275  B.  S.,  reserves  the  land  covered  tliereby  from  sale  or  entry, 
and  land  thus  selected  is  not  released  from  such  reservation  by  the  act  providing 
for  the  admission  of  said  Territory  into  the  Union. 

Acting  Secretary  Chaiidler  to   the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Offic^j  October  13,  1890. 

This  appeal  is  filed  by  L.  H.  Wheeler  from  the  decision  of  your  office 
of  April  27, 1889,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  rejecting 
his  application,  filed  August  11, 1888,  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the 
NE.  i.  Sec.  15,  T.  38  N.,  E.  2  B.,  Seattle,  Washington,  and  rejecting 
his  several  applications  to  purchase  at  private  cash  entry  certain  tracts 
of  land  fully  set  forth  in  your  decision  of  April  27, 1889,  from  which 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

Said  applications  were  made  at  different  dates,  in  the  months  of  Au- 
gust and  September,  1888,  while  Washington  was  a  Territory,  and 
were  rejected  because  the  lands  had  been  selected  as  school  indemnity. 
From  the  decision  of  your  office  affirming  said  action,  the  applicant 
appealed,  assigning  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  That  all  lieu  selections  heretofore  made  are  absolutely  void  ; 

2.  That  lieu  selections  must  bo  made  after  wo  become  a  State  ; 

3.  That  the  mauner  of  selection  must  bu  determined  by  the  leginlature  of  the  State; 

4.  That  no  selections  can  ever  bo  made  for  losses  occasioned  by  fractional  sec- 
tions or  deficiencies  arising  from  any  natural  cause  whatever; 

5.  That  any  selections  made  where  such  deficiencies  form  a  part  are  invalid  as  to 
the  whole. 

The  sole  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  lands 
applied  for  were  at  the  date  of  the  applications  subject  to  entry,  and  it 
is  therefore  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  as  to  what  the  status 
of  said  lands  was  after  the  State  was  admitted  into  the  Union. 

It  is  contended  by  the  applicant  that  the  act  of  February  26, 1859 
(11  Stat.,  385),  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  Territory  of  Washing- 
ton, and  that  all  lieu  selections  made  while  the  territorial  government 
existed  are  absolutely  void,  but  if  said  selections  were  then  valid,  no 
selections  of  lieu  land  can  be  valid  since  the  act  of  February  22, 1889 
(25  Stat.,  676),  providing  for  the  admission  of  Washington  into  the 
tjnion,  for  the  reason  that  said  act  dissolved  the  reservation  in  mak- 
ing other  provisions  for  the  grants  to  said  State. 

With  referem  e  to  the  first  proposition,  it  is  suflBcient  to  say  that  the 
question  thereby  presented  was  fully  settled  in  the  decision  in  the  case 
of  John  W.  Bailey  et  aZ.,  5  L.  D.,  216,  in  which  it  was  held  that  said 
selections  were  authorized  by  the  act  of  February  26, 1859,  and  said 


382  DECISIONS   KELATIKG   TO    THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

lands  BO  selected  being  in  a  state  of  reservation,  were  not  subject  to 
other  disposition  daring  its  continuance. 

The  lands  being  so  reserved  at  the  date  of  application,  it  is  imma- 
terial whether  said  reservation  was  dissolved  by  the  admission  of  the 
State  into  the  Union  or  not,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  applications  to  pur- 
chase at  private  cash  entry,  for  the  reason  that  the  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
25  Stat.,  854,  withdrawing  from  private  entry  all  public  lands  of  the 
United  States,  except  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  was  in  force  when  the 
State  of  Washington  was  admitted  into  the  Union,  and  was  applicable 
to  these  lands. 

But,  independently  of  this,  the  act  of  February  26, 1859  (Revised 
Statutes,  2275),  is  a  general  provision  applicable  alike  to  all  the  States 
and  Territories,  and  this  provision  is  not  repealed  as  to  the  State  of 
Washington  by  the  17th  section  of  the  enabling  act  of  February  22, 
1889,  but  is  retained  as  a  part  of  the  grant  for  school  purposes  by  the 
10th  section  of  said  act.  Therefore  the  reservation  made  by  the  selection 
of  said  tracts  while  the  territorial  government  existed  still  continues, 
until  said  selection  shall  be  canceled.  If  it  can  be  shown  that  the  land 
for  which  Wheeler  applies  to  make  homestead  entry  was  not  subject  to 
selection  by  the  Territory  or  State,  by  reason  of  adverse  rights  acquired 
prior  to  selection,  or  of  a  defective  basis,  that  question  may  be  consid- 
ered whenever  a  proper  application  is  made  for  the  land. 

From  the  record  before  me,  I  see  no  error  in  the  decision  of  your  office 
and  it  is  therefore  affirmed. 


SCHOOL.  INDEMNITY- STATE  OF  WASHINGTON. 

HuLDA  M.  Smith. 

The  act  of  February  26,  1859  (R.  S.,2275)  is  applicable  to  tbo  State  of  Washington, 
and  reservations  made  by  school  indemnity  selections  labile  the  territorial  form 
of  government  existed  continue  until  such  selections  are  canceled. 

The  authority  to  make  indemnity  selections  under  said  act  rests  with  thecouuty  com- 
missioners who  derive  such  authority  from  the  act  of  March  2,  1853. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

October  13, 1890. 

On  March  19, 1889,  Hulda  M.  Smith  made  application  to  enter  the 
SE.  i  of  Sec.  31,  T.  24  N.,  li.  4  E.,  Seattle,  Waehington,  nnder  the  home- 
stead law. 

Said  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  for  the  reason  that 

said  land  was  not  subject  to  eutry,  having  been  selected  as  school 
indemnity  for  lands  lost  in  said  township.  Your  office  affirmed  said 
decision,  on  July  3, 1889,  and  the  applicant  appealed  therefrom,  assign- 
ing the  following  grounds  of  error : 

First.  In  finding  that  said  land  had  been  legally  select'Od  as  indemnity  school  land. 
Second.  In  tindin^  that  said  pretended  selection  withdrew  said  land  from  entry 
under  the  homestead  laws. 
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Said  pretended  seleotion  10  yoid  becanae : — 

1st.  The  Territory  is  not  entitled  to  the  number  of  acres  selected  in  said  township. 

2d«  Said  selection  Is  in  exoees  of  the  basis. 

3d.  The  commissioners  of  King  county,  W.  T.,  had  no  authority  to  make  selections 
on  the  basis  they  employed. 

4th.  Said  commissioners  took  no  legal  action  on  said  selection. 

5th.  Said  commissionerB  had  no  power  to  delegate  their  authority  in  making  said 
selection. 

6th.  Said  commissioners  never  executed  or  approYcd  the  execution  of  the  list  in 
which  said  selection  is  embraced. 

These  assiguments  of  error  are  predioated  upon  the  theory  that  the 
Territory  of  WashiDgton  was  not  authorized  to  take  indemnity  to  com- 
pensate deficiencies  for  fractional  townships,  under  the  act  of  February 
26, 1859  (11  Stat.,  385),  and  that  the  connty  commissioners  had  no  power 
to  make  such  selections. 

This  case  is  in  the  main  controlled  by  the  decision  of  the  Department 
in  the  case  of  L.  H.  Wheeler,  rendered  this  day,  holding  that  the  act  of 
February  26, 1859  (Revised  Statutes,  2275),  is  applicable  to  the  State 
of  Washington,  and  that  the  reservations  made  by  the  selection  of  said 
tracts  while  the  territorial  government  existed  is  a  continuing  reserva- 
tion until  said  selection  shall  be  canceled. 

The  act  of  March  2, 1853  (10  Stat.,  172),  conferred  upon  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  the  authority  to  select  indemnity  for  school  pur- 
poses, where  sections  sixteen  and  thirty- six  shall  be  occupied  by  actual 
settlers  prior  to  survey,  and  this  act  must  be  constraed  in  pari  ^nateria 
with  the  general  indemnity  act  of  February  26, 1859,  supra^  which  con- 
tains no  provision  as  to  how  or  by  whom  said  selections  shall  be  made. 
The  anthority  to  make  selections  under  the  latter  act  must  therefore 
rest  with  the  county  commissioners,  who  derive  their  authority  to  select 
indemnity  land  for  school  purposes  under  the  former  act. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the  county  commissioners  had  no  power  to 
delegate  their  authority  to  an  agent  to  make  said  selections,  and  that 
they  never  executed  or  approved  the  list. 

I  can  see  no  reason  why  said  selections  may  not  be  made  by  the 
county  commissioners  through  an  agent,  if  the  act  of  the  agent  is  ap- 
proved by  the  board,  but  there  is  nothing  in  this  appeal  to  show  that 
said  selections  were  not  made  regularly  and  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


384  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— SOLDIERS*  FILING—ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1889. 

George  W.  Blaokwell. 

A  homestead  entry  may  be  made  under  section  2,  act  of  March  *i,  1889,  by  one  who 
has  previously  filed  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  for  another  tract. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the^  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  October  13, 1890. 

Greorge  W.  Black  well  has  appealed  from  your  office  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 8, 1889,  rejecting  the  final  proof  oftered  by  him  on  his  homestead 
entry  No.  6946,  for  Sec.  10,  T.  10  S.,  K.  25  AV.,  Wa-Keeuey  land  district, 
Kansas. 

Said  proof  was  rejected  because  he  had  previously  filed  soldier's 
declaratory  statement  on  another  tract  of  land. 

Said  decision  of  your  office  was  correct  under  the  law  as  it  existed  at 
the  time  the  decision  was  rendered  (Stephens  v.  Ray,  5  L.  D.,  133  ;  Maria 
C.  Arter,  7  L.  D.,  136;  Joseph  M.  Adair,  8  L.  D.,  200).  But  since  that 
date — to  wit,  on  March  2, 1889  (see  25  Stat.,  854) — Congress  has  passed 
an  act  the  second  section  of  which  provides: 

That  any  person  who  has  not  heretofore  perfected  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  which 
he  has  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law,  may  make  a  homestead  entry  of  not  ex- 
ceeding one  quarter-section  of  public  land  subject  to  such  entr}',  such  previoas  filing 
or  entry  to  the  contrary  notwithstandiug. 

Under  this  provision  of  said  act  I  think  it  clear  that  the  claimant  is 
entitled,  under  the  act  cited,  to  make  a  homestead  entry,  notwithstand- 
ing he  had  exhausted  his  homestead  right  under  previous  laws  by  the 
filing  of  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  (Richard  T.  Henning,  9L.  D.^ 
382).  In  case  you  find  the  proof  on  file  to  be  satisfactory  in  other 
respects,  his  entry  will  be  approvetl  for  patent  (John  J.  Stewart,  9  L.  D., 
643). 

The  decision  of  your  office  rejecting  his  proof  is  modified  accordingly. 
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Instructions. 

Maps  showing  a  continuous  line  of  road  may  be  submitted  for  approval  under  theact 
of  March  3,  1875,  though  exhibiting  sections  of  road  in  excess  of  twenty  miles. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  tite  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

October  14,  1890. 

I  have  the  letter  of  the  9th  instant  from  the  Acting  Commissioner,  in 
which  he  refers  to  maps  filed  by  railroad  companies  under  the  right  of 
way  act  of  March  3, 1875,  showing  sections  of  road  that  exceed  tweuty 
miles  in  length,  and  expressing  the  desire  for  instructious  as  to  whether 
such  defect  will  be  considered  sufficient  ground  for  their  rejection. 
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In  reply  I  have  tx)  state  that  the  almost  aniversal  rale  of  action  by  the 
Department  on  maps  submitted  under  the  act  referred  to^  has  been  to 
approve  them  without  reference  to  the  number  of  miles  embraced  in  any 
eonUnwms  section  of  road,  if  found  to  be  correct  in  all  other  respects, 
and  your  office  should  be  thus  governed. 

This  action  of  the  Department  is  not,  however,  to  be  confounded  with 
that  in  the  case  of  a  map  showing  detached  portions  of  line  of  route, 
or  of  one  embracing  a  portion  of  a  main  line  and  a  branch  or  spur.  In 
these  instances  the  maps  should  be  returned  to  the  companies  filing 
them. 

In  case  then  that  maps  depicting  a  continuous  line  of  route  in  excess 
of  twenty  miles  come  before  you  for  action  they  may  be  regularly  sub- 
mitted for  departmental  approval  if  otherwise  without  defect. 
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liANa  V.  St.  Louis,  Ieon  Mountain,  and  Southben  Ry.  Co. 

An  appeal  will  not  be  entertained  if  a  copy  thereof  is  not  served  upon  the  opposite 
party  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  practice. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

October  14, 1890. 

Ou  October  9, 1889,  you  transmitted  the  appeal  of  Francis  Lang  from 
your  decision  of  March  25, 1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead 
entry  tor  lot  1,  of  section  6,  T.  1  N".,  E.  11  W.,  Little  Eock,  Ark.,  and 
awarding  the  land  to  the  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern,  and 
Little  Eock  and  Memphis  Eailroad  companies. 

Your  decision  was  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  land  in  question 
^Ms  within  the  six  mile  granted  limits  of  the  grants  by  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 9, 1853,  for  the  Gairo  and  Fulton,  now  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain 
and  Southern  and  the  Memphis  and  Little  Eock,  now  Little  Eock  and 
Memphis  Eailroad  companies,  and  lot  1  of  Sec.  6,  passed  to  the  State 
upon  the  definite  location  of  the  railroads  August,  1855,  having  been 
vacant  public  land  at  that  time  and  also  at  the  revival  of  said  grants  by 
act  of  July  28, 1866." 

Notice  of  this  decision  was  given  to  Lang,  April  3,  1889. 

On  May  8, 1889,  he  filed  an  appeal  from  said  decision  in  the  local 
office.  A  copy  of  the  same,  however,  was  not  served  on  the  agents  for 
the  railroad  companies  until  June  25,  1889. 

On  July  24, 1889,  Messrs.  Britton  &  Gray,  attorneys  for  the  St.  Louis, 
Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  E.  E.  Co.,  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said 
appeal  for  the  reason  that  service  of  copy  of  the  same  was  not  made 
on  the  company  within  the  sixty  days  allowed  by  rale  93  of  the  rules 
of  practice. 

As  notice  of  this  appeal  was  not  properly  given  to  the  adverse  party 
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as  reqaired  by  said  rale  of  praotice,  the  same  is  bereby  dismissed. 
Brake  v.  Galifornia  and  Oregon  B.  B.  (U  L.  D.,  249). 

In  view  of  allegations  made  by  the  claimant  to  the  effect  that  since 
the  date  of  the  grant  for  the  railroad  company  the  land  in  qaeetion  be- 
came an  island  in  the  Arkansas  river  and  that  the  same  was  surveyed 
in  1883,  thirty  years  sabseqnent  to  the  date  of  said  grant,  and  was  de- 
clared to  be  public  land  subject  to  entry,  I  am  of  the  opinioq,  that  the 
facts  in  relation  to  the  formation  of  said  island  should  be  ascertained, 
and  the  question  carefully  considered,  before  the  land  is  declared  to 
enure  to  the  grant. 

Depabtbient  of  the  Tntebioe, 

General  Land  Office, 

WoMhingUm^  D.  0^  September  20,  1890. 

This  circular  is  re-issued  for  the  information  and  benefit  of  those 

concerned. 

Lewis  A.  Geoff, 

Cammissumer, 

Oiroular  in  relation  to  the  furnishing  of  certified  copies  of  the  records, 
papers  on  file,  or  plats,  in  the  General  Land  Office. 

Department  of  the  Intebiob, 

Genebal  Land  Office, 

July  20, 1875. 
Annexed  are  the  laws  (Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States)  relative 
to  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  General  Land  Office  in  furniahing  exem- 
plifications of  patents,  papers,  or  plats  on  file  or  of  record  therein,  of 
the  legal  force  and  effect  of  such  certified  copies,  and  the  terms  upon 
which  the  same  can  be  procured. 

With  a  view  to  give  proper  effect  to  said  statutes,  the  following  require- 
ments are  prescribed  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

1.  All  copies  which  may  be  required  by  parties  interested  will  be  fur- 
nished when  the  cost  thereof  shall  ^r«^  have  been  paid  to  the  General 
Land  Office. 

2.  The  applicant  must  address  a  communication  to  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office  designating  the  tract  or  tracts  in  regard  to 
which  the  verified  transcripts  are  wanted,  describing  as  accurately  as 
possible  the  record,  papers,  or  plats  of  which  said  transcripts  are  desired, 
and  sending  a  sum  of  money  quite  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  according 
to  the  extent  of  the  copying  required ;  and  should  the  sum  sent  to  this 
office  be  in  excess  of  the  actual  legal  cost,  such  excess  will  be  returned 
to  the  applicant. 

The  following  is  the  tariff  established  under  the  statute,  section  461, 
for  furnishing  transcripts,  to  wit: 
First.  Fifteen  (15)  cents  for  every  hundred  words  in  a  transcript* 
Second.  Two  (2)  dollars  for  copy  of  township  plat  or  diagram. 
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Third.  One  (1)  dollar  for  the  Oommissioner's  certificate  of  verification 
and  official  seal. 

Fourth.  One  (1)  dollar  for  appending  sncb  certificate  and  seal  to 
official  certificates  of  approval  of  assignments  of  boanty-land  warrants 
or  military  bonnty-land  scrip. 

3.  Upon  the  receipt  by  the  General  Land  Office  of  the  application 
particalarly  describing  the  record  or  paper  of  which  transcripts  are 
required,  accompanied  by  the  reqaisite  amount  to  cover  the  expense^ 
the  same  will  be  daly  acknowledged,  and  the  exemplifications  promptly 
transmitted. 

S.  8.  BUBDETT, 

Commissioner, 

The  following  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
relate  to  applications  for  exemplifications  of  patents,  etc.,  as  referred  to 
in  the  accompanying  circular: 

Ssc.  461.  AU  exemplifications  of  patecte,  or  papeib  on  file  or  of  record  Pees  for  exem- 
in  the  Geueral  Land  Office,  which  may  be  required  by  parties  interested,  jj,'^*^}]?*"  ^^^^ 
shall  be  fnrnished  by  the  Oommissioner  npon  the  payment  by  such  par-  --  "^  - — 

ties  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  cents  per  hundred  words,  and  two  dollars  for  224  v.  13  p.  375. 
copies  of  township  plats  or  diagrams,  with  an  additional  sum  of  one 
dollar  for  the  Commissioner's  certificate  of  verification  with  the  General 
Land  Office  seal ;  and  one  of  the  employ^  of  the  office  shall  be  desig- 
nated by  the  Commissioner  as  the  receiving  clerk,  and  the  amountn  so 
received  shall,  under  the  direction  of  the  Commissioner,  be  paid  into 
the  Treasury ;  but  fees  shaU  not  be  demanded  for  such  authenticated 
copies  as  may  be  required  by  the  officers  of  any  branch  of  the  Govern- 
ment, nor  for  such  unverified  copies  as  the  Commissioner  in  his  discre- 
tion may  deem  proper  to  furnish. 

Ssc.  891.  Copies  of  any  records,  books,  or  papers  in  the  General  Land  Copies  of  reo- 
Office,  authenticated  by  the  seal  and  certified  by  the  Commissioner  ®'^^*'®*®-®^^"°' 

thereof,  or,  when  his  office  is  vacant,  by  the  principal  clerk,  shall  be  — !!*i_  J  ^ 

evidence  equally  with  the  originals  thereof.    And  literal  exemplifica-    23  April, I8 12, c. 
tionsof  any  such  records  shall  be  held,  when  so  Introduced  in  evidence,   ^j^i'  ig^J^^' 
to  be  of  the  same  validity  as  if  the  names  of  the  officers  signing  and  352,  as.  2,  7  v.  9 
countersigning  the  same  had  been  fully  inserted  in  such  record.    (See  PP.  lOO,  ill. 
sections  2469,  2470.) 

3  March,  1843, 0. 95, 88. 1«  2,  t.  S,  pp.  827, 628.~Oalt  vt.  Galloway,  i  Pet,  831. 

Sec.  2469.  The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  shall  cause  Copies  of  rec- 
to be  prepared,  and  shall  certify,  under  the  seal  of  the  office,  such  copies  ^^^>  ®^f  to  bo 

of  records,  books,  and  papers  on  file  in  his  office.as  may  be  applied  for,  ®«^^®^ 

to  be  used  in  evidence  in  courts  of  justice.    (See  section  891.)  4  July.  1836,  0. 

Sec.  2470.  Literal  exemplifications  ot  any  records  which  have  been  ^2,8.7,  v.  s.p.iii. 
or  may  be  granted  in  virtue  of  the  preceding  section  shall  be  deemed  ^"™i'l»ttca- 
of  the  same  validity  in  all  proceedings,  whether  at  law  or  in  equity,  ^^^  *  J^^  *  of  offl- 
wherein  such  cxemplifi cations  are  Adduced  in  evidence,  as  if  the  names  cere  signing  and 
of  the  officers  signing  and  countersigning  the  same  had  been  fully  in-  connteraiguing. 
sorted  in  such  record.  3  March,  1843, 

c.  05, 8. 1,  y.  5,  p. 

Extract  from  section  448 :  627. 

Sec.  448.    •    »    And  the  chief  clerk  of  the  General  Land  Office  shall  ^.,^  f '*^%^^  ^ 
perform  the  duties  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  in  j^^  ' 
case  of  a  vacancy  in  said  office,  or  of  the  absence  or  sickness  of  the 
Comminioner. 


388  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

PRACTICE-COSTS  OF  CROSS-EXAMINATIONS-RULE  65. 

DUOLOS  V.  Harksen. 

Rule  55  of  practice  requiring  each  party  to  pay  the  cost  of  taking  testimony  opou  his 
own  direct  and  cross-examination,  is  construed  to  mean  that  each  party  must 
pay  the  cost  of  taking  the  testimony  of  his  own  witnesses,  hoth  in  the  direct  and 
cross-examination  of  such  witnesses. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office,  October  17, 1890. 

Samael  J.  Harksen  made  timber  caltare  entry  of  the  BW.  ^  See.  26, 
T.  110  N.,  K.  68  W.,  YanktOD,  Dakota,  Jane  5, 1882,  and  on  August  14, 
1886,  John  B.  DqcIoh  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry  charg- 
ing that  the  claimant — 

Has  failed  to  plant  and  cultivate  said  land  as  required  by  law,  in  this,  that  the 
trees,  seeds  and  cuttings  planted  during  the  third  year  after  entry  were  not  cared  for 
and  cultivated,  but  were  allowed  to  be  crowded  down  and  choked  out  by  the  weeds. 
That  the  said  five  acres  of  trees,  seeds  and  cuttings  planted  during  the  third  year 
after  entry  are  not  growing  and  standing,  and  have  not  been  replowed.  That  the 
said  claim  has  grown  up  to  weeds.  That  there  is  not  at  this  date  ten  acres  of  trees, 
seeds  or  cuttings  planted  and  growing  on  said  claim.  That  the  seeds  planted  on  said 
land  during  the  fourth  year  after  entry  were  not  planted  in  a  proper  way,  nor  in 
such  manner  as  would  insure  their  growth  in  an  ordinary  season.  That  said  entry  is 
not  held  in  good  faith  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  entryman,  but  is  held  for 
speculation  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  another  person. 

Upon  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  the  local  officers  foand  that 
claimant  had  not  complied  with  the  law  in  the  planting,  cultivation  or 
protection  of  the  trees,  seeds  or  cuttings,  and  recommended  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  entry.  Your  office,  by  decision  of  May  ^lO,  1889,  reversed 
said  judgment  and  dismissed  the  contest,  holding  that  the  contestant 
had  failed  to  sustain  the  charge  by  his  own  testimony.  From  this  rul- 
ing the  contestant  appealed,  alleging  error  in  said  decision  as  follows: — 

1.  In  holding  that  the  testimony  of  contestant,  Duclos,  in  any  manner  admitted  or 
proved  compliance  with  the  timber  culture  law  by  claimant^  Harksen. 

2.  In  holding  that  defendant  Harksen's  failure  to  have  a  full  and  healthy  stand  of 
trees  npon  the  land  was  the  result  of  excessively  dry  seasons. 

3.  In  holding  or  deciding  that  Harksen's  recent  arrival  from  Holland  was  a  sufiScient 
excuse  for  his  failure  to  properly  comply  with  the  law. 

4.  In  reversing  the  finding  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

6.  In  sustaining  the  entry  of  defendant  in  view  of  the  testimony  in  the  case. 

The  hearing  in  this  case  was  taken  before  a  notary  public,  who  upon 
motion  of  contestant  refused  to  allow  the  claimant  to  cross-examine  con- 
testant or  his  witnesses,  unless  he  (claimant)  paid  the  cost  of  such  cross- 
examination,  the  contestant  insisting  that  he  having  waived  the  prefer- 
ence right  of  entry  that  said  examination  should  be  governed  by  Rule 
55  of  Kules  of  Practice.  The  contestant  offered  no  objection  to  the 
cross  examination,  but  declined  topay  the  cost,  and  theclaimantoffered 
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to  cross-examine  tbe  witnesses,  bat  also  declined  to  pay  the  cost.  The 
notary  refused  to  allow  said  cross-examination  without  payment  of  costs, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  testimony  was  being  taken  under  rule  55,  and 
not  under  rule  54,  and  that  the  contestant  was  not  required  to  pay  the 
cost,  except  upon  his  own  direct  examination. 

The  ruling  of  the  local  officers  refusing  to  allow  claimant  to  cross-ex- 
amine contestant  and  his  witnesses  without  paying  the  cost  therefor 
was  error  under  either  rule.  Bnle  55,  requiring  each  party  to  pay  the 
cost  of  taking  testimony  upon  his  own  direct  and  cross-examination,  is 
cou8tr\ied  to  mean,  that  ^'each  party  must  pay  the  cost  of  taking  the 
testimony  of  his  own  witnesses,  both  in  the  direct  and  cross  examination 
of  such  witnesses. "    (Milum  v.  Johnson,  10  L.  D.,  624.) 

If  the  decision  of  your  office  was  sustained  by  the  testimony  of  the 
contestant,  it  would  be  im  material  whether  he  had  been  cross-examined, 
or  not,  but  I  do  not  so  find.  You  will  therefore  remand  the  case  to  the 
local  officers,  with  directions  to  allow  the  cross-examination  of  the  wit- 
nesses by  the  opposing  parties,  and  at  the  hearing  ordered  for  this  pur- 
pose either  party  may  introduce  farther  testimony  material  to  the  issue. 


FINAL  CBRTIFICATE-PATENT— MISDESCRIPTION  OF  LAND. 

Mabtha  Bell. 

A  miBdeecription  of  tbe  land  in  the  final  certificate  and  patent  will  not  defeat  tbe 
rigbt  of  tbe  pnrcliaser  to  the  land  actually  covered  by  tbe  Bale  and  pnrobase,  or 
render  sncb  land  subject  to  the  entry  of  another. 

Fir8t  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  17, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Martha  Bell  from  your  decision  of 
June  18, 1889,  rejecting  her  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
the  S.  i  of  SE.  i  of  Sec.  6,  T.  18  S.,  B.  2  W.,  Huntsville  Meridian, 
Montgomery,  Alabama. 

In  your  decision  you  state  that  the  land  in  question  was  embraced  in  the 
homestead  entry  No.  5504,  of  Samuel  B.  Otts  made  July  1, 1873,  which 
was  commuted  to  cash  entry  No.  16,639  on  January  15,  1881,  under  the 
act  of  June  15, 1880,  and  that  patent  issued  October  30,  1882,  for  the 
land.    Hence  the  rejection  of  said  application. 

The  appeal  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  cash  entry  was  for 
other  land  than  that  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Otts,  and  this 
contention  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  register  in^his  cash  certificate 
No.  16,639,  described  the  land  as  S.  ^  of  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  6,  T.  18  S.,  B.  2 
W.,  St.  Stephens  Meridian,  instead  of  Huntsville  Meridian. 

Otts  original  homestead  application  was  for  the  S.  ^  of  SE.  i  of  Sec. 
6,  T.  18  S.,  B.  2.  W.,  Huntsville  Meridian,  containing  79.97J  acres. 
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The  records  of  yonr  office  sbow  that  the  entry  was  made  for  the  same 
land. 

On  December  3, 1880,  Otts  made  affidavit  that  he  was  the  same  per- 
son who  made  homestead  entry  No.  5504,  at  Montgomery,  Ala.,  on  July 
1, 1873,  for  the  S.  ^  of  SB.  i  of  Sec.  6,  T.  18  S.,  B.  2  W.,  and  he  made 
application  to  purchase  said  land  ander  the  act  of  Jane  15, 1880.  Tbis 
was  granted  and  payment  was  made  to  the  receiver  by  Otts  for  79.97^ 
acren  and  the  register  issaed  his  certificate  as  above  recited  and  patent 
issued  in  which  the  land  is  described  as  S.  ^  of  S£.  i  of  Sec*  6,  T.  18 
S.,  11.  2  W.,  St  Stephens  Meridian. 

The  mistake  in  the  patent  was  made  by  erroneously  describing  the 
meridian.  With  this  exception  the  land  is  properly  described  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  whatever  in  relation  to  what  the  intention  of  Otts  was, 
also  as  to  the  intention  of  the  government ;  the  former  intended  to  pur- 
chase the  tract  in  question  and  did  purchase  it,  and  the  government 
intended  to  sell  him  said  land  and  did  sell  it,  and  accepted  his  money 
in  payment  for  the  same,  and  the  receivers'  receipt  is  evidence  of  that 
fact. 

The  subsequent  error  on  the  part  of  the  register  in  inserting  in  his 
certificate  the  wrong  meridian  in  no  way  invalidated  the  transaction  be- 
tween the  purchaser  and  the  government,  that  transaction  ended  when 
the  former  made  his  proper  application  to  the  register  to  purchase  the 
tract  in  question,  and  made  payment  for  the  same  to  the  receiver.  The 
register's  certificate,  subsequently  issued,  contained  a  recital  of  this 
transaction.  If  this  recital  contained  an  error  which  led  the  Land  De- 
partment to  issue  a  patent  describing  a  meridian  which  improperly  lo- 
cated this  land,  that  fact  in  no  way  invalidates  the  claim  of  Otts.  And 
it  would  be  bad  faith  upon  the  part  of  the  Department  to  now  attempt  to 
disturb  him  therein,  and  it  will  throw  no  obstacle  in  the  way  of  defeat- 
ing the  intent  of  the  government  in  conveying  the  land  upon  which  Mr. 
Otts  settled,  to  him. 

It  is  asserted  that  Bell  has  resided  npon  the  land  for  fourteen  years, 
and  a  hearing  is  requested.  Admitting  that  she  settled  npon  the  land 
at  the  date  alleged,  at  that  time  the  tract  was  embraced  in  the  uncan- 
celed homestead  entry  of  Samuel  B.  Otts,  and  she  could  acquire  no  legal 
right  under  said  settlement,  and  I  see  no  reason  why.  a  hearing  should 
be  ordered. 

Your  deeision  is  affirmed. 
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mining  cxiaim— adverse  proceedings. 
Jamie  Lee  Lode  v.  Little  Fobepatjgh  Lode. 

An  adyerse  claim  will  be  recognized  as  filed  within  time,  if  sach  filing  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  regulations  then  in  force. 

No  action  can  be  taken  in  the  Land  Department  on  an  application  for  mineral  patent 
daring  the  pendency  of  adverse  jndicial  proceedings. 

The  relinquishment  by  the  applicant  of  the  land  originally  in  conflict,  does  not 
anthorize  the  Land  Department  in  re-assnming  jurisdiction  of  the  ease,  during 
the  pendency  of  Judicial  proceedings  by  adverse  claimant,  who  has  been  per- 
mitted in  such  proceedings  to  amend  so  as  to  embrace  a  larger  quantity  of  land 
than  was  included  in  the  original  adverse  claim. 

First  AagUtant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  OommisHaner  of  the  General 

'    Land  Office^  October  20, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  James  HenshaH  entryman  of  Jamie 
Lee  lode  claim,  lot  No.  472,  in  SW.  i  of  Sec.  18,  and  NW.  J  of  Sec.  19, 
T.  9  S.,  E.  79  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  mineral  entry  No.  2478,  Leadville,  Colo- 
rado, land  district,  from  so  mach  of  yonr  office  decision  of  February  13, 
1889,  as  relates  to  the  Alpha  adverse  claim,  and  the  appeal  of  William 
Coleman  and  Israel  Cramer  representing  the  adverse  claim  of  the  Little 
Forepangh  lode  claim  from  your  said  office  decision  dismissing  the  ad- 
verse claim  of  said  Little  Forepangh. 

The  record  shows  that  James  Henshall  made  application  for  patent 
for  the  Jamie  Lee  lode  claim  on  the  23rd  day  of  August,  1879.  Due 
notice  thereof  was  given  by  posting  and  pnblication  in  a  weekly  news- 
paper. The  first  pnblication  of  said  notice  was  in  the  issue  of  said  pa- 
per dated  the  23d  day  of  August,  1879,  and  the  last  one  on  the  25tb 
day  of  October,  following. 

On  the  24th  day  of  O  ctober,  1879,  Israel  A.  Cramer  and  William 
Ooleman  filed  in  the  local  office  the  adverse  claim  and  protest  of  the 
Little  Forepangh  lode  claim  showing  a  conflict  to  the  amount  of  .4385 
acres  with  the  Jamie  Lee  application. 

On  the  25th  day  of  October,  1879,  The  Enterprise  Mining  and  Pros- 
pecting Company  of  Colorado,  by  its  secretary,  Hermann  W.  Polliz 
filed  the  adverse  claim  of  the  Alpha  lode  claim  showing  a  conflict  of 
2.0638  acres  with  the  Jamie  Lee.  Suit  was  commenced  on  each  of  said 
adverse  claims,  in  the  district  court  of  Lake  county,  Colorado,  within 
the  thirty  days  required  by  law,  judgment  was  entered  in  each  case  in 
favor  of  the  adverse  claimant,  and  afterwards  set  aside  by  the  court, 
and  so  far  as  the  record  shows  said  suits  are  still  pending  and  unde- 
termined. 

Janoary  28, 1885,  the  Jamie  Lee  claimant  filed  in  the  local  office  a  re- 
linquishment of  all  that  part  of  said  claim  which  was  filed  in  the  United 
States  land  office  of  Leadville,  Col.,  that  conflicts  with  the  Little  Fore- 
pangh claim  ^^  as  described  in  and  shown  by  said  protest  and  adverse 
and  plat  thereto  annexed."    It  appears  that  the  Little  Forepangh  was 
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allowed  to  amend  its  complaint  in  coart  so  as  to  embrace  a  larger  qaan- 
tity  of  land  than  was  included  in  the  adverse  claim  filed  in  the  local 
land  office. 

On  the  13th  day  of  February,  1889,  your  office  dismissed  the  adverse 
claim  of  the  Little  Forepaugh  for  the  reason  that  the  Jamie  Lee  claim- 
ant duly  relinquished  from  his  application  for  patent  and  before  entry 
all  the  land  covered  in  the  Little  Forepaugh  adverse  claim  as  filed. 

From  your  office  decision  the  Little  Forepaugh  claimants  appeal. 

On  the  same  date  your  office  decided  that  as  ^'  the  Alpha  adverse 
claim  was  filed  on  the  sixty  third  day  of  the  period  of  publication  of  the 
Jamie  Lee  application  for  patent,  and  under  the  practice  of  this  office 
prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  filing,  to  wit,  October  25, 1879,  it  is  con- 
sidered as  having  been  filed  in  time."  This  point  was  correctly  ruled 
by  your  office  upon  the  authority  of  Miner  v.  Marriott  et  al.  (2  L.  D., 
709). 

Your  office  further  properly  held  that  as  the  adverse  claim  of  the 
Alpha  was  pending  in  court,  that  the  court  was  the  propei:  forum 
to  determine  all  questions  between  the  respective  parties,  and  '^  pend- 
ing proper  evidence  of  the  final  determination  of  said  Alpha  adverse 
suit  the  Jamie  Lee  will  remain  suspended  in  the  files  of  this  office." 
From  which  decision  the  Jamie  Lee  claimant  appeals. 

As  to  the  appeal  of  the  Little  Forepaugh  it  is  insisted  iu  argument 
by  the  Jamie  Lee  that  the  Little  Forepaugh  is  not  entitled  to  be  heard  on 
this  appeal  for  the  reason  that  no  notice  of  appeal  was  ever  served  on 
the  Jamie  Lee  claimant,  or  his  attorney,  as  required  by  Bule  of  Prac- 
tice 93.  It  is  urged  against  this  claim  that  <'  It  is  true  there  is  on  the 
appeal  paper  no  evidence  of  such  service,  but  present  counsel  filed  no 
motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  this  reason,  nor  any  evidence  (such  as 
the  affidavit  of  the  then  attorney  or  of  the  claimants)  that  such  copy 
was  not  served;  it  is  simply  assumed  that  service  was  not  had,  but  it 
is  too  late  to  raise  the  point  after  argument  by  them  on  the  merits  of 
the  case;  such  argument  is  the  recognition  of  the  appeal,  and  waiver 
of  failure  to  serve  notice."  In  view  of  the  conclusion  I  reach  upon  the 
case  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  pass  directly  upon  the  question  thus 
raised.  When  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  during  the  period  of  publica- 
tion and  suit  commenced  thereon  then  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject-matter  connected  with  ail  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  is 
transferred  from  the  Land  Department  until  final  judgment  is  rendered 
by  the  court  and  a  copy  of  the  record  filed  in  the  local  land  office,  where- 
upon full  and  complete  jurisdiction  re- vests  in  the  Land  Department  to 
require  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  other  respects 
not  adjudicated  by  the  court. 

Revised  Statutes,  section  2326,  provides : 

Where  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  daring  the  period  of  pnblicationi  it  shall  be  apon 
oath  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and  shall  show  the  nature,  bounda- 
ries, and  extent  of  such  adverse  claim,  and  all  proceedings,  except  the  pablloationof 
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notice  and  making  and  filing  of  the  afiSdavit  thereof,  shall  be  stayed  nntil  the  oon- 
troversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or 
the  adverse  claim  waived  ....  After  such  judgment  shall  have  been  rendered,  the 
party  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  claim  or  any  portion  thereof  may,  without  giv- 
ing further  notice,  file  a  certified  copy  of  the  judgment  roll  with  the  register  of  the 
land  oflSce,  together  with  the  certificate  of  the  Surveyor-General  that  the  requisite 
amount  of  labor  has  been  expended  or  improvements  made  thereon,  and  the  descrip- 
tion required  in  other  cases,  and  shall  pay  to  the  receiver  five  dollars  per  acre  for  his 
claim,  together  with  the  proper  fees,  whereupon  the  whole  proceedings  and  the  judg- 
ment-roll shall  be  certified  by  the  register  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Generi^l  Land 
Office,  and  a  patent  shall  issue  thereon  for  the  claim  or  such  portion  thereof  as  the 
applicant  shall  appear  from  the  decision  of  the  court  to  rightly  possess. 

In  the  case  of  Bichmond  Mining  Co.  v.  Bose  et  al  (114  U.  S.,  576), 
in  passing  npon  this  very  question  the  court  said : 

It  is  apparent  that  the  law  intended,  in  every  instance  where  there  was  a  possibil- 
ity that  one  of  these  claims  conflicted  with  another,  to  give  opportunity  to  have  the 
conflict  decided  by  a  judicial  tribunal  before  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  foreclosed 
or  embarrassed  by  the  issue  of  a  patent  to  either  claimant  ....  It  is  in  full  accord 
with  this  purpose  that  the  law  should  declare,  as  it  does,  that  when  this  contest  is 
inaugurated  the  land  officers  should  proceed  no  further  until  the  court  has  decided, 
and  that  they  shall  be  governed  by  that  decision ;  to  which  end  a  copy  of  the  record 
is  to  be  filed  in  their  office.  They  have  no  further  act  of  judgment  to  exercise.  If 
the  court  decides  for  one  party  or  the  other  the  land  department  is  bound  by  the 
decision  ....  With  all  this  these  officers  have  no  right  to  interfere.  After  the 
decision  they  are  governed  by  it.  Before  the  decision,  once  this  proceeding  is  initi- 
ated, their  function  is  suspended. 

The  Little  Forepaugh  claim  was  filed  and  suit  commenced  upon  it  in 
the  required  time ;  after  the  suit  was  commenced  and  while  it  was  pend- 
ing in  court  the  Jamie  Lee  filed  its  relinquishment  as  to  the  conflict 
as  originally  filed  in  the  land  office,  and  upon  this  your  office  assumed 
to  resume  proceedings  by  deciding  that  the  Jamie  Lee  was  entitled  to 
its  patent.  In  this  your  office  was  clearly  in  error.  A  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  adverse  claim  as  filed  and  accepted  in  the  local  office,  and 
that  upon  which  suit  is  instituted  will  not  warrant  the  Land  Depart- 
ment in  the  resumption  of  proceedings  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
in  court.    Bay  State  Gold  Mining  Go.  v.  TrevilHon  (10  L.  D.,  194). 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  your  office  decision  as  to  the  Little  Fore- 
paugh claimants  is  set  aside  and  proceedings  will  be  stayed  thereon  in 
your  office  until  the  proper  evidence  of  the  termination  of  the  suit  is 
furnished,  upon  receipt  of  which  your  office  will  proceed  as  provided 
by  law.    Tour  office  decision  as  to  the  Alpha  claim  is  hereby  affirmed. 

Said  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 
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PBACTICE-NOTICK— ATTORNEY-SKTTLBMBNT  BIGHT. 

Moody  v.  Kibkland. 

Notice  of  a  decision  to  an  attorney  of  record  is  notice  to  the  party  be  represents. 

One  who  has  made  settlement  and  due  residence  on  a  tract,  bat  failed  throngh  mis- 
take to  include  the  same  within  his  entry,  will  be  protected  as  against  a  sabse- 
qnent  occnpant  of  the  premi^ies  who  takes  forcible  possession  thereof  with  fall 
knowledge  of  the  facts. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  20, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Jeremiah  Moody  v.  W  B.  Kirkland 
involving  the  B.  i  of  N  W.  i  and  W.  J  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  26,  B.  27 
£.,  Gainesville,  Florida,  on  appeal  by  the  latter  from  yoar  decision  of 
May  5,  1888,  holding  his  entry  for  cancellation. 

The  records  show  that  Moody  made  homestead  entry  for  the  £  ^  of 

N  W.  J  and  W.  J  of  NB.  i  of  section  <«  35,»  T.  26  8.,  B.  27  E.,  December 

16, 1881,  and  Kirkland  made  homestead  entry  for  the  tract  in  dispate 

October  19, 1882. 
Upon  the  application  of  Moody  who  alleged  that  his  entry  did  not 

embrace  the  land  upon  which  he  had  made  settlement  and  improve- 
ment, a  hearing  was  ordered  by  your  office  which  took  place  on  May 
14,  1884,  and  upon  an  application  by  Kirkland  are-hearing  was  ordered 
which  took  place  on  Jannary  23,  1886. 

The  local  officers  found  that  Moody  made  settlement  on  the  land  in 
dispute  in  the  winter  of  1877,  and  built  two  small  houses,  that  he 
cleared  a  few  acres  of  land,  set  out  some  orange  and  peach  trees,  planted 
crops,  etc.,  and  had  resided  on  the  land  when  not  necessarily  absent  to 
work  for  his  support  and  to  obtain  means  to  improve  the  claim.  That 
while  Moody  was  absent  from  the  land  in  the  latter  part  of  1881  or  first 
of  1882,  Kirkland  took  possession  of  the  place  and  has  resided  thereon 
and  cultivated  the  same  since  that  date.  But  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
Moody  had  not  resided  on  the  land  since  Kirkland  took  possession  of 
the  same,  the  local  officers  held  that  he  had  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  homestead  law  and  recommended  that  the  contest 
be  dismissed  and  the  entry  of  Kirkland  remain  intact. 

In  your  decision  of  May  5, 1888,  you  reversed  the  local  officers,  and 
held  the  entry  of  Kirkland  for  cancellation  and  allowed  Moody  to  amend 
his  entry  to  embrace  the  land  in  question  upon  which  he  had  made  set- 
tlement and  improvement.  No  appeal  was  taken  from  said  decision  and 
by  letter  of  March  27, 1889,  the  case  was  closed  by  your  office  and  the 
entry  of  Kirkland  canceled  and  on  May  20, 1889,  the  local  officers  noti- 
fied Kirkland  of  this  action. 

On  June  21, 1889,  H.  N.  Gopp,  Esq.,  attorney  for  Kirkland,  filed  an 
appeal  from  your  decision  of  May  5, 1888.  It  is  alleged  that  Kirkland 
did  not  receive  notice  of  said  decision.    The  local  officers  state  that  the 
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name  of  A.  N.  Ham  appears  on  their  record  as  the  attorney  for  Eirk- 
land,  and  Mr.  Ham  was  notified  of  your  decision,  by  the  local  officers, 
on  December  26, 1888,  and  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  said  notice. 

The  records  show  that  on  October  25, 1886,  M.  O.  Grumpier  wrote  to 
your  office  stating  that  A.  N.  Ham  was  no  longer  his  attorney  in  any 
of  his  cases,  including  that  of  Moody  v.  Eirklaud  and  stating  that  he 
(Grumpier)  represented  Kirklaud.  It  is  contended  by  the  present  at- 
torney for  Eirkland  that  this  letter  was  a  revocation  of  the  authority 
of  Mr.  Ham  to  appear  as  attorney.  On  August  23, 1889,  the  local  offi- 
cers reported  that  M.  O.  Grumpier  had  not  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  your  office  circular  of  March  19, 1887,  and  was  not  therefore 
eligible  to  represent  claimants  to  public  land,  and  furthermore,  that  he 
had  never  filed  in  the  local  office  any  authority  from  Eirkland  entitling 
him  to  appear  as  attorney. 

In  view  of  these  fa^  it  must  be  held  that  notice  of  your  decision  was 
duly  given  to  the  attorney  of  record  for  Kirklaud,  and  under  rule  106  of 
the  rules  of  practice,  the  same  was  notice  to  him.  Hence  the  appeal 
filed  June  21, 1889,  was  not  in  time  and  it  must  be  dismissed. 

But  aside  from  the  fact  that  no  proper  appeal  was  taken  from  your 
decision,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  same  should  be  disturbed. 

The  evidence  taken  at  the  two  hearings  shows  that  Moody  made  set- 
tlement on  the  land  in  question,  and  resided  thereon  for  four  years  or 
more,  and  through  mistake  made  entry  for  another  tract.  That  Kirk- 
land  was  aware  of  this  fact,  and  yet  he  took  possession  of  the  premises 
during  the  absence  of  Moody  and  tore  down  the  houses  of  the  latter  and 
threw  them  outside  the  enclosure.  All  this  was  against  the  protest  of 
Moody.  The  latter  swears  that  he  was  afraid  to  return  to  the  place  to  at- 
tempt to  reside  there  as  Kirklaud  had  threatened  him.  Kirkland's 
actions  have  not  been  such  as  entitle  him  to  the  protection  of  the  De- 
partment.   The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned. 


PRTVATK  CASH  ENTRY-EQUITABLE  Al>Jiri>ICATION. 

Joseph  0.  Lea. 

A  private  cash  entry,  made  in  goodi  faith,  of  the  land  covered  by  the  previons  timber 
ooltore  entry  of  the  parchaser,  may  be  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudi- 
cation in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim. 

Fir$t  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  October  20,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Joseph  0.  Lea  from  your  decision  of 
December  17, 1888,  holding  for  cancellation  his  private  cash  entry  Ko. 
1149,  for  W.  i  of  S W.  i,  NE. }  of  SW.  \  and  SB.  \  of  NW.  \  of  Sec.  34,  T. 
10  S.,  B.  24  E.,  Las  Crnces,  New  Mexico. 

The  records  show  that  said  Lea  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the 
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tract  in  question  on  September  1, 1879,  and  on  November  21, 1885,  he 
made  private  cash  entry  for  the  same  land. 

On  December  17, 1888,  your  office  held  the  latter  entry  for  cancella- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  void  as  it  was  made  while  the 
land  embraced  therein  was  reserved  by  the  timber  culture  entry,  and 
on  December  19, 1888,  your  office  held  the  latter  entry  for  cancellation 
on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  had  abandoned  the  same  when  he 
made  private  cash  entry  for  the  land. 

With  his  appeal  Mr.  Lea  submitted  a  corroborated  affidavit  stating 
that  from  1879  to  1885,  he  planted  10,000  trees,  constructed  ditches  etc., 
and  expended  $750,  in  improvements,  and  endeavored  in  good  faith  to 
obtain  title  to  the  land  under  his  first  entry,  but  he  found  that  it  was 
impossible  to  obtain  sufficient  water  to  secure  the  growth  of  timber  and 
in  1885  he  abandoned  said  entry  and  made  cash  entry  for  the  land,  and 
has  since  then  expended  $650  in  improvements  X>n  the  tract.  He  ap- 
pears to  have  acted  in  good  faith  in  the  matter.  His  entry  appears  to 
have  been  allowed  by  the  local  officers  under  the  impression  that  the 
land  was  liable  to  private  entry. 

There  is  no  adverse  claimant. 

In  my  opinion  this  entry  should  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  eqaita- 
ble  adjudication  for  consideration  under  the  appropriate  rule. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


PRACTICE— BITLE  48-OSAGE  FILING— MABBIED  WOMAK-PATMSini:. 

BbOOKS  t'.  SCHOPPEB  ET  AL. 

A  decision  of  the  local  office  contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regulations  may  be  cor- 
rected by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  though  no  appeal  is  taken 
from  snch  decision. 

The  failnre  of  a  settler  on  Osage  land  to  file  therefor  within  three  months  from  date 
of  settlement  subjects  his  claim  to  any  other  valid  intervening  rigbt. 

A  single  woman  who  has  the  qualifications  of  a  pre-emptor,  and  after  due  compliance 
with  law  and  submission  of  Osage  final  proof,  marries,  is  not  by  snch  marriage 
deprived  of  the  right  to  have  ber  proof  considered  and  entry  allowed. 

It  may  be  presumed  that  the  first  payment  was  properly  tendered  with  Osage  final 
proof,  where  such  proof  is  rejected  for  reasons  not  involving  the  matter  of  pay- 
ment, and  the  record  shows  fall  compliance  with  the  law  in  other  respects  but  is 
silent  as  to  such  tender. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl 

Land  Office,  October  23, 1890. 

I  have  eonsidered  the  several  appeals  of  Gyras  H.  Brooks,  William 
Conway  and  James  M.  Grabb  from  yonr  office  decision  of  May  8, 1889, 
wherein  yon  direct  that  A.nuie  M.  Schoppec  be  allowed  to  complete  her 
entry  npoD  her  Osage  filing,  made  March  14, 1884,  on  the  NB.  i  of  Sec 
19,  T.  27  S.,  B.  12  W.,  Larned,  Kansas. 
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This  appeal  involves  the  couflictiiig  interests  of  four  applicants  to 
purchase  said  tract,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  approved  May  28, 
18S0  (21  Stat.,  143),  relating  to  the  Osage  lands. 

William  Gonway  flled  upon  said  tract  March  14, 1884,  alleging  settle- 
ment February  28,  of  that  year.  On  June  6, 1884,  he  gftve  notice  of 
his  intention  to  make  final  proof  on  August  29,  of  that  year. 

Anna  M.  Schopper  filed  upon  the  same  tract  on  March  14, 1884,  alleg- 
ing settlement  January  20, 1884.  She  gave  notice  of  her  intention  to 
make  final  proof  on  September  8,  of  that  year. 

James  M.  Orabb  made  his  filing  upon  said  tract  on  May  31, 1884, 
alleging  settlement  February  27, 1884.  He  gave  notice  of  his  intention 
to  make  final  proof  on  August  27,  of  that  year. 

Each  of  said  parties  submitted  final  proof,  pursuant  to  their  respect- 
ive notices. 

On  August  15, 1884,  Conway  filed  his  protest  in  the  local  office  against 
the  allowance  of  Grabb's  proof;  and  on  August  26,  1884,  Schopper 
filed  her  protest  against  the  allowance  of  the  final  proofs  of  both  Grabb 
and  Gouway,  asserting  her  superior  right  to  make  proof  and  payment 
for  the  land. 

On  September  25, 1884,  the  register  and  receiver  ordered  a  hearing 
to  be  had  before  them  on  October  ^0,  following,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining which  of  them  (if  either)  ought  to  have  the  land.  The  hear- 
ing was  duly  had,  and  the  case  finally  closed  November  1, 1886. 

On  January  6, 1887,  the  register  and  receiver  rendered  their  decision, 
holding,  in  effect,  that  Grabbs' residence  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  the  land,  and  that  he  had  abandoned  the  same  before  he  sub- 
mitted his  final  proof.  They  also  held  that  Gonway  had  never  estab- 
lished an  actual  residence  on  the  land,  and  that  his  real  home,  at  the 
time  of  and  before  offering  his  final  proof,^  was  with  his  sister.  As  to 
Schopper,  they  found  that  she  began  her  residence  on  the  tract  about 
the  first  of  April,  1884,  and  resided  there 

peraonallyy  actaaUy  and  continaonsly  up  to  month  of  October,  1884,  when  she  sub- 
mitted her  proof  and  moved  from  the  tract  to  Ellenwood,  Burton  Co.,  Kansas,  where 
she  has  ever  since  resided,  and  where  she  has  since  married.  .  .  .  The  testimony 
shows  that  np  to  October,  1884,  Schopper  was  tbe  only  one  of  the  three  claimants  for 
this  land  who  had  complied  with  tbe  pre-emption  law  as  to  actual  personal  and  con- 
tinnons  residence  up  to  that  time ;  but  having  abandoned  the  land  before  her  entry 
was  allowed  at  this  office,  and  having  disqualified  herself  as  a  pre-emptor  by  marry- 
ing, her  final  proof  must  be  rejected. 

The  local  officers  accordingly  rejected  the  several  final  proofs  of  Grabb, 
Gonway  and  Schopper,  and  held  for  cancellation  their  several  declara- 
tory statements.  From  this  judgment  the  three  claimants  filed  their 
several  appeals. 

On  December  19, 1887,  Cyrus  H.  Brooks  ofifered  to  file  on  the  same 
tract.  His  filing  was  refused  by  the  local  officers,  by  reason  of  existing 
contests  of  Grabb,  Gouway  and  Schopper.  Brooks  appealed,  alleging 
that  none  of  the  parties  herein  named  had  a  valid  claim  to  the  land, 


398      DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS. 

and  that  he  had  made  sach  compliance  with  the  law  in  respect  to  resi- 
dence and  cultivation  as  entitled  him  to  the  land. 

By  your  office  letter  '^  H,"  of  August  8, 188S,  yoa  ordered  a  hearing, 
to  enable  Brooks  to  show  cause  why  none  of  the  other  claimantSi  Orabb, 
Conway  and  Schopper,  should  be  permitted  to  enter  the  land;  also  to 
allow  said  last-named  claimants  to  rebut  such  testimony  as  Brooks 
might  subtnit.  This  second  hearing  was  duly  had,  at  which  all  four  of 
the  claimants  participated,  and  submitted  testimony  in  supiK)rt  of  their 
respective  claims  and  against  the  opposing  claims  of  the  others. 

The  record  of  the  second  hearing  was  transmitted  to  your  office  Janu- 
ary 26, 1880 ;  and  on  consideration  of  the  entire  testimony  you  modified 
the  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  affirming  the  same  as  to  the  rejection 
of  the  final  proofs  of  Oonway  and  Grabb,  and  reversed  it  as  to  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  fiual  proof  of  Schopper. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  the  entire  record.  The  several  claimants 
have  contended  with  great  pertinacity,  and  the  result  is  a  mass  of  testi- 
mony, of  great  extent  irrelevant  and  strangely  contradictory.  It  is, 
therefore,  impossible  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion  and  at  the  same  time 
reconcile  the  testimony  and  accord  to  the  several  witnesses  that  honesty 
of  statement  which  should  characterize  every  one  in  giving  testimony 
under  the  solemnities  of  an  oath. 

As  to  James  M.  Grabb,  I  think,  the  testimony  shows  that  he  was  not 
an  ^<  actual  settler"  on  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and,  if 
he  were,  he  failed  to  file  on  the  land  within  three  months  from  the  time 
of  his  alleged  settlement,  and  therefore  the  laud  was  subject  to  any 
other  valid,  intervening  right.  Gircular  of  April  26, 1887,5  L.  D.,  581; 
Hessong  v.  Burgan,  9  L.  D.,  353. 

The  testimony  shows  that  William  Oonway  went  on  the  land  on  Feb- 
ruary 27, 1884,  and  selected  a  site  for  a  house  and  dug  a  few  boles 
with  a  spade.  On  the  following  day,  he  hauled  a  few  scantlings  on  the 
land  and  nailed  them  together  in  the  shape  of  the  letter  ^<  A."  This  so- 
called  house  was  admittedly  not  habitable.  Oonway  tried  to  stay  there 
that  night,  but  was  driven  away  by  the  cold,  after  remaining  three 
hours.  On  the  10th  of  March,  following,  he  began  to  plow  sod  for  a 
house.  This  house  (about  fourteen  by  sixteen  feet),  he  alleges,  was 
completed  two  days  afterwards.  It  had  neither  window  nor  floor.  He 
put  a  stove  in  it,  and  staid  there  the  night  of  the  12th  of  March.  He 
swears  he  made  this  house  his  continuous  residence  thereafter  ^  that 
he  dug  a  well,  and  plowed  about  twelve  acres  of  ground  and  cultivated 
it  to  corn. 

The  evidence,  however,  shows  that  he  did  no  cooking  at  the  place; 
that  such  meals  as  he  ate  at  the  house  were  carried  there ;  he  kept  his 
clothing  at  the  house  of  his  brother-in-law,  McOann,  about  two  miles 
from  the  land.  He  worked  for  farmers  in  the  neighborhood  of  the 
claim,  and,  while  he  doubtless  slept  in  his  house  a  few  times,  it  was 
evidently  done  to  give  an  appearance  of  having  his  real  home  there. 
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The  fnrnitare  in  his  house  consisted  of  a  frame  scaffold,  on  which  was 
placed  some  straw  and  a  blanket  for  a  cover  ^  also  a  stove,  and  a  few 
tin  cans.  He  was  seen  abont  the  place  very  seldom ;  he  says  himself, 
<<I  went  to  my  claim  once  a  week";  again,  he  says,  ^'I  was  at  my  claim 
Saturday  nights,  and  once  or  twice  a  week."  One  witness  says  his 
house  was  in  plain  view  of  Oonway's,  and  if  ever  Oouway  lived  on  the 
place  at  any  time,  he  did  not  know  it ;  that  witness  had  passed  Con- 
way's house  every  day  for  more  than  a  year  and  never  saw  him  in  the 
house ;  that  Oonway  made  his  home  at  his  brother-in-law's. 

Independent  of  this,  I  think  a  fair  construction  of  the  entire  testimony 
justifies  me  in  concurring  in  the  conclusion  reached  in  your  said  office 
letter,  also  by  the  local  officers,  that  Anna  M.  Schopper  made  the  first 
settlement  upon  the  land.  She  selected  the  land  for  a  home  January 
20, 1884.  The  ground  was  then  frozen,  and  she  could  not  build  her  sod 
house.  Her  first  act  of  settlement  was  February  25, 1884,  when  she  cut 
the  grass  (blue  stem)  from  off  the  building  site  and  marked  the  founda- 
tion for  her  house,  sixteen  by  nineteen  feet.  She  employed  hands,  and 
began  her  house  (sod)  March  8, 1884,  and  finished  it  March  16th  of  that 
month,  and  moved  into  it  her  furniture,  and  made  it  her  continuous 
home  from  that  time  until  long  after  she  submitted  her  final  proof. 
She  caused  ten  acres  of  the  land  to  be  broken,  and  cultivated  the  same 
to  corn ;  dug  a  well,  and  cultivated  a  vegetable  garden.  She  is  cor- 
roborated by  five  witnesses  as  to  her  residence  and  cultivation  and  prior 
settlement.  On  February  18, 1886,  about  seventeen  months  after  she 
submitted  her  final  proof,  she  was  married  to  one  William  Lueders. 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  opposing  counsel,  and  so  decided  by  the 
register  and  receiver,  that  by  Scbopper's  marriage  before  her  eutry  was 
allowed  by  the  local  office,  she  disqualified  herself  and  forfeited  her 
claim  to  the  land. 

This  position  can  not  be  maintained.  She  had  all  the  qualifications 
of  a  pre-emptor  when  she  settled  upon  the  land ;  her  residence  and  cul- 
tivation were  sufficient  under  the  laws  and  regulations  governing  the 
disposition  of  the  public  lands  to  show  her  good  faith ;  she  submitted 
her  final  proof  within  the  time  required ;  the  hearing  developed  the 
&ct  that  at  the  time  she  submitted  her  final  proof  she  had  literally  ful- 
filled every  requirement  of  the  statute,  and  should  have  been  permitted 
to  complete  her  entry.  Had  she  married  before  she  had  lived  upon  the 
land  the  requisite  period,  it  would  be  a  far  different  case ;  but  having 
performed  all  the  conditions  the  law  imposed  upon  her,  and  having  sub- 
mitted her  final  proof  in  time,  her  marriage  afterwards  could  not  annul 
her  rights  to  have  her  proof  considered  and  her  entry  allowed.  Melissa 
J.  Cunningham,  8  L.  D.,  433. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  that  it  does  not  affirmatively  appear  that 
Schopper  made  tender  of  the  first  installment  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  therefore  her  entry  should  now  be  refused.  It  appearing  that  she 
had  performed  every  other  necessary  act  to  entitle  her  to  the  land,  and 
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the  evidence  being  silent  as  to  whether  she  made  tender  of  the  money 
or  not,  and  the  local  officers  having  placed  their  objection  to  the  ac- 
ceptance of  her  final  proof  on  an  entirely  different  ground,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  she  tendered  the  purchase  money  when  she  submitted 
her  final  proof. 

It  appears  that  Schopper's  appeal  was  filed  one  day  late ;  but,  since 
the  action  of  the  local  office  in  rejecting  her  proof  on  the  grounds 
stated  is  regarded  as  contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regulations,  your 
action,  correcting  such  error  under  rule  48  of  the  Eules  of  Practice, 
without  reference  to  her  appeal,  is  approved. 

Brooks  settled  on  the  land  long  after  Schopper  had  submitted  her 
proof;  he  knew  that  the  several  prior  applications  had  not  been  passed 
upon ;  he  entered  into  the  contest  to  defeat  all  others,  and  knew  his  own 
claim  depended  upon  his  success.  He  has  no  right  to  complain  of  the 
result. 

Schopper's  final  proof  will  be  returned  to  the  local  office  for  accept- 
ance, and  she  will  be  permitted  to  perfect  her  entry  within  thirty  days 
from  receipt  of  notice  of  this  decision. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


HOMESTBAD-NOTICE-DEFAITLT  CUBED. 

Heptneb  V.  McOabtnby. 

The  initiation  of  a  oontest,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  entryman  are  oonoemed  must 
be  considered  as  of  the  date  of  his  appearance  at  the  hearing,  in  the  absence  of 
record  evidence  showing  serrioe  of  notice. 

A  contest  most  fail  if,  prior  to  the  initiation  thereof,  the  entryman  without  actual 
or  constrnctivo  notice  of  the  pending  snit,  cures  the  default  in  good  faith. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  October  15, 1890. 

G.  L.  McCartney  made  homestead  entry,  No.  6061,  September  3, 
1885,  of  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  18,  T.  8  S.,  R.  31  W.,  Oberlin,  Kansas.  AprU 
27, 1886,  Andrew  Heptner  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same, 
alleging  abandonment  and  lack  of  cultivation.  Hearing  was  had  June 
17,  1886,  and  the  local  officers  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry,  and  on  appeal  to  yonr  office  the  judgment  of  the  register  and 
receiver  was  affirmed  August  13, 1888,  and  the  entry  held  for  cancella- 
tion.   From  this  decision  McCartney  now  appeals  to  this  Department. 

The  contestant  offered  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  claim- 
ant and  one  Nelson  built  a  house  in  partnership  on  the  half  section  line 
between  McCartney's  entry  and  the  NE.  J  of  the  same  section,  which 
was  entered  by  Nelson  at  the  date  of  McCartney's  entry  (September  3, 
1885).  This  house  was  ten  by  twelve  feet,  built  of  lumber,  with  one 
door  and  two  windows,  and  cost  eighty-five  dollars.    This,  with  two 
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farrows  plowed  around  three  sides  of  the  claim,  coDstitated  all  the  im- 
provements and  caltivation  ap  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  affidavit 
of  contest. 

It  is  admitted  that  from  the  date  of  entry  until  the  morning  of  April 
27, 1886,  a  period  of  more  than  six  months,  McCartney  was  absent  from 
his  claim,  residing  in  a  different  county,  that  the  house  was  built  by 
Kelson  during  such  absence  of  AfcGartney,  and  one  witness  for  contest- 
ant says  Kelson  admitted  to  him  that  he  and  KicGartuey  were  partners 
in  the  building  of  the  house.  That  they  were  such  partners  is  contra- 
dicted both  by  McCartney  and  Nelson.  They  both  testify  that  the  lum- 
ber was  bought  by  McCartney  and  that  Kelson  was  paid  for  building 
the  house,  though  Kelson  says  he  may  have  told  contestant's  witness 
that  he  was  in  partnership  with  McCartney.  This  admission  is  the  only 
evidence  of  partnership,  and  the  admission  being  of  Nelson  can  not  bind 
McCartney.  Ko  rule  of  evidence  makes  it  admissible  for  that  purpose. 
I  must  find  that  the  house  was  McCartney's  alone.  The  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  also  is  clearly  to  the  effect  that  the  house,  at  least  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing,  was  wholly  on  the  claim  of  McCartney. 

The  only  remaining  question  then  is :  Did  the  claimant  forfeit  his 
entry  by  failing  to  reside  on  it  for  more  than  six  months  f 

So  far  as  the  record  shows  (although  the  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed 
April  27, 1886),  no  notice  of  the  contest  was  ever  served  upon  McCar^ 
ney,  either  personally  or  by  publication.  The  initiation  of  the  contest 
then,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  rights  of  McCartney,  must  be  considered 
'as  of  the  date  of  his  appearance  at  the  hearing,  June  17, 1886.  (Stay- 
ton  V,  Carroll,  7  L.  D.,  198).  At  that  date  the  evidence  is  undisputed 
that  appellant  was  in  the  bona-fide  occupancy  of  his  house,  had  culti- 
vated six  or  seven  acres  of  his  claim,  and  planted  it  with  corn,  had 
made  a  garden  and  planted  shade  trees,  and  had  fully  complied  with 
the  homestead  law  as  to  residence  and  cultivation,  and  so  had  cured  his 
default  before  receiving  legal  notice  of  the  contest.  In  Scott  v.  King, 
9  L.  D.,  299,  it  is  held  that :  '<  Evidence  of  compliance  with  the  law 
after  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  and  before  the  service  of  legal  notice 
should  be  considered  with  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  claim- 
ant in  fact  had  or  had  not  knowledge  of  the  filing  of  the  contest,"  and 
the  general  tenor  of  the  later  decisions  is  to  the  effect  that  even  though 
the  claimant  had  cured  his  default  before  notice  was  legally  served 
upon  him,  yet  if  it  was  apparent  that  he  had  actual  knowledge  of  the 
filing  of  the  affidavit  and  hastened  to  cure  his  default  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  the  contest,  such  action  on  his  part,  unaccompanied 
by  evidence  of  good  faith  in  other  respects,  would  not  defeat  the  rights 
of  the  contestant. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  filing  of 
the  contest  is  shown  to  have  been  received  by  claimant,  the  only  cir- 
cumstance pointing  in  that  direction  being  the  fact  that  he  moved  into 
his  house  on  the  morning  of  the  27th  day  of  April,  the  date  of  oontest- 
2497--VOL  n 26 


402  DECISIONS  BELATING  TO   THE  PUBLIC  LAND& 

ant's  filing.  This  may  have  been  a  mere  coincidence,  and  as  there  is 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  most  be  regarded  as  such. 
In  fact,  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  appellant  and  his  witnesses,  which  is 
undisputed,  shows  that  he  was  at  the  house  as  early  as  eight  o'clock  in 
the  morning,  and  at  that  time  could  not  well  have  had  any  actual 
knowledge  of  the  filing,  if,  indeed,  the  affidavit  had  been  filed  previoos 
to  that  hour,  and  the  evidence  is  silent  as  to  the  time  of  day  the  con- 
test was  filed. 

It  will  be  held  that  the  claimant  had  no  actual  or  constructive  notice 
of  the  contest  prior  to  the  curing  of  his  de£ault|  and  his  entry  will  be 
sustained  and  the  contest  dismissed. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed. 


FUXAIj  Pboop— OmOULAB. 

Department  of  the  Intebiob, 

Oenebal  Land  Officb, 
Waahingtofij  D.  (7.,  October  21, 1890. 

EEaiSTEBS  AND  BeOEIVEBS, 

United  States  Land  Offices: 

Oentlemen  :  Your  attention  is  directed  to  the  provisions  of  an  act 
of  Congress  approved  October  1,  1890,  entitled  ''An  act  for  the  relief 
of  certain  settlers  on  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States  and  to  aa- 
thorize  the  taking  and  filing  of  final  proofs  in  certain  oases,"  a  copy  of 
which  is  hereto  attached. 

If  you  have  any  cases  suspended  in  your  office  coming  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  section  of  said  act,  you  will  pass  upon  the  same 
without  delay.  No  comment  upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  appears  to 
be  necessary. 

Very  respectfully, 

W.  M.  Stone, 
Acting  Oommissianer. 


AN  ACT  for  the  relief  of  oertaiii  settlers  on  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States  and  to  aatboriie 

the  talcing  and  filing  of  final  proofs  in  certain  oases. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  ItepresentaUvee  of  the  United  Slates  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  in  oases  now  before  any  of  the  land  offloes  of  the  United 
States  in  which  there  has  been  or  is  now  a  vaoanoy  in  either  of  the  offices  of  register 
or  receiver,  where  the  day  set  for  hearing  final  proofs  came  during  the  vacancy  io 
said  office,  and  there  is  no  contest  or  protest  against  said  claims,  and  where  the  re- 
maining officer  has  taken  said  proofs  and  rednced  the  same  to  writing,  the  same  may 
now  be  passed  upon  by  the  register  and  receiver  as  if  the  same  had  been  taken  when 
there  was  no  vacancy. 

8eg.  2.  That  hereafter,  when  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  any  of  the  land  offices  of  the 
United  States  by  reason  of  the  death,  resignation,  or  removal  of  either  the  register 
or  receiver,  and  the  time  set  for  taking  final  prooA  falls  within  the  vacancy  thus 
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causeily  the  remaining  officer  may  proceed  to  take  said  final  proofs,  in  the  absence  of 
any  contest  or  protest,  rednce  the  same  to  writing,  and  place  it  on  file  in  the  office  to 
be  considered  and  passed  upon  when  the  vacancy  is  filled. 
Approved,  October  1,  1890. 


PRACTICE— MOTION  POB  REVIEW. 

Owens  v.  Gaugeb. 

An  application  for  review  calling  for  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the 
Secretary  on  behalf  of  a  stranger  to  the  record  will  not  be  entertained,  where  such 
applicant  can  assert  his  rights  throngh  regular  proceedings  instituted  for  that 
purpose. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

October  26, 1890. 

A  motion  for  review  of  the  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Henry 
Ganger,  involving  a  right  to  enter  the  NEJ  of  Sec.  18,  T.  105  N.,  B.  56 
W.,  Mitchell  land  district,  South  Dakota,  is  now  before  me.  In  that 
case,  on  a  contest  by  one  Bruce,  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Shepherd, 
for  the  described  tract,  was  held  for  cancellation  by  the  register  and 
receiver  on  Jane  30, 1888.  Twenty-three  days  thereafter  and  before 
the  expiration  of  the  period  within  which  the  entry  man  was  entitled  to 
appeal.  Ganger  made  application  to  enter  said  tract  under  the  timber 
calture  law.  This  application  was  denied  by  the  local  officers,  and,  on 
appeal  your  office  affirmed  the  judgment.  On  appeal  here  that  judg- 
ment was  reversed,  and  it  was  held,  in  effect  that  said  application  should 
have  been  received  subject  to  the  outstanding  right  of  appeal  in  the 
entryman,  and  of  the  preferred  right  of  entry  in  the  successful  contest- 
ant, but  should  not  be  made  of  record  until  the  rights  of  the  former 
entryman  were  finally  determined,  and  then  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
successfnl  contestant,  if  the  time  for  the  exercise  thereof  had  not  ex- 
pired.   (10  L.  D.,  221.) 

In  promulgating  this  decision,  your  office  directed  that  if  Bruce,  the 
contestant,  had  failed,  after  due  notice,  to  exercise  his  prefereqce  right 
of  entry,  then,  upon  proper  showing  and  payment,  the  application  of 
Ganger  should  be  allowed ;  and  upon  report  of  that  fact  to  your  office, 
the  timber  culture  entry  of  William  J  Owens  on  said  tract  would  be 
canceled.    It  is  stated  that  Ganger  made  entry  May  13, 1890. 

On  April  23, 1890,  a  motion  for  review  of  said  departmental  decis- 
ion was  filed  in  the  local  office,  in  behalf  of  said  Owens,  which  has 
been  duly  forwarded  here. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  the  details  as  to  the  grounds  upon 
which  said  motion  is  based.  It  is  not  charged  that  said  judgment  is 
erroneous  because  of  mistake  of  law  or  fact,  therein  committed,  upon 
the  record  then  before  the  Department.  But  Mr.  Owens,  who  was  per- 
mitted to  make  timber  culture  entry  of  said  tract  Januaiy  31,  1889, 
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pending  the  appeal  of  Ganger  here,  claimf}  superior  rights  to  the  latter 
in  the  premises,  and  alleges  that  he,  Owens,  had  no  proper  notice  of 
the  proceedings  in  said  case,  and  asks  that  a  hearing  be  ordered  to 
ascertain  who  has  the  prior  right  of  entry.  The  decision  sought  to  be 
reviewed  did  not  pass  npon  any  rights  Mr.  Owens  may  have  in  the 
premises  and  therefore  cannot  prejudice  those  rights ;  and  he  can  as 
readily  assert  them  in  a  proper  manner  now  as  he  couM  before  said 
decision.  The  present  motion  for  review  is  not  the  proper  method 
for  him  to  pursue.  His  application  is  in  effect  to  re-open  said  case  and 
inaugurate  a  new  contest  between  him,  a  stranger  to  the  record,  and 
Oauger,  upon  matters  which  were  not  involved  in  the  former  case. 
This  is  not  the  office  of  a  review.  The  application  is  more  in  the  nat- 
ure of  an  appeal  to  the  supervisory  power  of  the  Secretary,  which 
should  not  be  invoked  when  relief  may  be  obtained,  if  it  ought  to  be 
afforded,  by  a  proper  application  presented  in  the  regular  way  to  the 
proper  land  officers. 
The  motion  is  dismissed. 


SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS -NOTICE  OF  CLAIM. 

Cooper  v.  Sanford. 

Actual  notice  of  the  extent  of  a  settlement  claim  will  protect  sach  claim  as  against 

the  subseqnent  entry  of  another. 

First  Asmtant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  27, 1890. 

On  May  19, 18S6,  Daniel  E.  Cooper  made  timber  cnltnre  entry  for  the 
W.  i  SE.  J  and  E.  i  SW.  J,  Sec.  6,  T.  25  S.,  E.  46  W.,  Lamar,  Colo- 
rado, and  on  the  following  day  Asa  L.  Sanford  filed  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  same  tract,  alleging  settlement  the  16th  of  the  same  month. 

On  March  11, 1887,  Sanford  made  final  proof  before  the  local  office 
and  Cooper  appeared  and  cross-examined  the  witnesses^  and  submitted 
proof  on  his  own  behalf,  claiming  priority  of  right. 

The  local  officers,  on  consideration  of  the  testimony,  held  that  San- 
ford's  right  to  the  land  is  fully  established.  On  appeal  your  office  by 
letter  of  February  12, 1889,  also  found  that  Sanford  was  entitled  to  the 
land,  and  directed  that  Cooper's  entry  should  stand  subject  to  Sanford's 
rights. 

Cooper's  appeal  is  now  before  me. 

The  facts  are  that  on  May  16, 1886,  Sanford  drove  across  the  tract  in 
question  and  determined  to  make  settlement  upon  it.  In  pursuance  of 
this  intention,  on  the  morning  of  the  18th  he  cut  several  poles fh>m  tiie 
banks  of  the  Arkansas  river,  each  of  which  was  about  twelve  feet  long, 
and  from  three  to  five  inches  in  diameter,  hauled  them  to  the  land  and 
placed  them  in  the  form  of  a  square,  he  says,  to  represent  thefonndation 
of  a  house.  In  the  center  of  his  foundation  he  drove  a  stake  upon  which 
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he  wrote  the  description  of  the  land  and  signed  his  name.  While  he 
was  engaged  in  this  work  Cooper  drove  up.  Several  others  were  pres- 
ent, one  or  more  of  whom  were  making  settlement  in  like  manner  on 
neighboring  tracts.  Cooper  asked  Sanford  whether  he  thought  the 
structure  sufficient  <<  to  hold  the  claim."  Sanford  said  he  did.  The 
former  then  drove  away,  and  on  the  following  day  made  entry. 

It  appears  that  building  material  could  not  be  procured  in  the  neigh- 
borhood. As  soon  as  practicable,  about  Jane  1,  1886,  Sanford  built  a 
house  and  has  since  continued  to  reside  on  the  tract. 

I  have  no  difficulty  in  finding  that  Sanford  has  the  prior  right. 
Cooper,  however,  urges  that  the  settlement  right  is  confined  to  the  W. 
i  SE.  ^,  because  the  improvements  were  located  on  that  technical  quar- 
ter section,  and  that  the  entry  should  be  allowed  to  stand  for  the  tract 
lying  in  the  SW.  i.  In  support  of  this  the  case  of  L.  B.  Hall  (5  L.  D., 
141),  is  cited. 

In  that  case  Hall  made  settlement  on  four  quarter-quarter  sections 
lying  in  a  line  running  north  and  south,  two  of  them  being  in  section 
26,  and  two  in  section  35.  Thereafter  certain  additional  homestead 
entries  were  allowed  tor  the  tracts  in  section  35,  which  were  shortly 
passed  to  patent.  Subsequently,  Hall  offered  final  proof,  which  was 
rejected  on  account  of  conflict  with  the  patented  homestead  entries. 
He  then  asked  that  suit  be  brought  by  the  government  to  set  aside  said 
patents.    In  discussing  this  question  the  Department  held  that, 

the  BettlemeDt  and  improyements  of  Hall^  if  confined  to  seotlon  26,  wonld  not  be 
snoh  notice  as  the  entryman  in  section  35  wonld  be  bonnd  to  regard.  The  notice 
given  by  aettlement^nd  improyeraent  applies  only  to  the  quarter  section  as  defined 
by  the  public  surveys.  If,  therefore,  the  rights  of  the  entryman  attached  before  no- 
tice of  the  claim  of  Hall  was  given,  he  is  without  remedy.  If,  however,  Hall  had 
Kiren  notice  by  settlement  or  improvement,  or  in  any  oompeteni  manner,  of  his  claim 
to  the  tracts  in  section  35,  prior  to  the  making  of  said  entries,  then  he  has  an  ade- 
quate remedy  in  his  own  hands. 

It  is  not  a  proper  interpretation  of  this  ruling  to  hold  that  only  actual 
improvements  give  notice  of  settlement ;  nor  will  the  words  of  the  ruling 
bear  this  interpretation.  Kotice  given  '<  in  any  competent  manner  "  is 
sufficient  Whether  the  notice  given  in  this  case  would  be  sufficient  as 
against  any  applicant  for  the  land  need  not  be  considered.  It  is  suffi- 
cient that  the  claim  and  the  extent  thereof  were  personally  brought  to 
Ooopei's  attention.  He  was  charged  with  notice.  Settlement  is  not 
confined  by  law  to  a  technical  quarter  section,  and  it  is  impracticable 
for  a  settler  to  place  improvements  on  all  the  subdivisions  of  his  claim 
at  the  instant  of  settlement.  Actual  notice  of  the  extent  of  the  claim 
therefore,  is  at  least  as  good  as  that  given  by  im  provements.  Having 
had  actual  notice  Oooper  made  his  entry  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
settler.  As  Sanford  followed  his  settlement  by  residence  on  the  tract 
claimed,  it  must  be  held  that  his  right  to  the  tract  in  controversy  is 
superior  to  the  claim  of  Oooper. 

The  decision  api>ealed  firom  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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PRACTICE— NOTICE  OP  APPBA.L-ACCEPTANCK  OP  SERVICE. 

Wheeler  v.  Clark. 

There  is  no  prescribed  form  of  words  necessary  to  be  nsed  in  gtving  notice  of  appeal ; 
and  to  serve  the  appellee  with  a  trae  copy  of  the  appeal  is  safficient  notice 
thereof. 

The  words  '^ service  accepted",  endorsed  on  the  appeal  by  the  attorney  of  appellee, 
imply  service  of  notice  accepted;  and  the  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of 
"  copy"  thus  endorsed  implies  that  snch  copy  is  of  the  paper  so  endorsed. 

Firgt  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  October  27,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Adeline  F,  Wheeler  v.  Walter  P.  Clark, 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  yoar  decision  of  April  25, 1888,  dismissing 
her  contest  against  the  homestead  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  S W.  ^  Sec. 
1,  T.  110  N.,  R.  64  W.,  Huron,  South  Dakota  land  district. 

Your  decision  states  substantially  and  fairly  the  record  and  evidence 
in  the  case,  and  having  carefully  reviewed  the  entire  record  I  find  no 
ground  for  disturbing  your  conclusion,  and  your  decision  is  affirmed. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  in  the  appeal  to  this  Department  is  that 
<<  no  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  contestant  upon  appeal  to  the  Com- 
missioner," and  this  ground  is  insisted  upon  by  counsel,  but  I  find  the 
appeal  endorsed — "  Service  accepted  and  copy  received  this  24th  day 
of  May  1886."    Signed  by  the  attorney  of  appellee. 

This  paper,  after  properly  naming  the  parties  and  describing  the  land 
involved,  says,  "  Appeal  by  Walter  P.  Clark  the  claflnant,  from  the 
decision  of  the  Hon.  Beceiver  of  the  Huron  Land  Office,  dated  April 
27,  1886." 

It  then  gives  a  statement  of  the  record  of  the  case  and  this  is  followed 
by  the  assignment  of  error,  and  argument  of  counsel.  This  appeal  was 
filed  in  the  local  office  May  24, 1886,  being  within  thirty  days  of  the  de- 
cision, and  on  same  day  a  copy  of  the  same  was  served  on  the  attorney 
of  appellee. 

BuLe  46  of  the  Bules  of  Practice  says: — ^^Fotice  of  appeal  and  copy 
of  specifications  of  error  shall  be  served  on  appellee  "  etc. 

There  is  no  prescribed  form  of  words  necessary  to  be  used  in  giving 
notice  of  an  appeal,  and  to  serve  the  appellee  with  a  true  copy  of  the  ap- 
peal, is  certainly  sufficient  notice  of  it.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  words 
"  service  accepted  "  imply  service  of  notice  accepted,  and  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  receipt  of  <^  copy  "  endorsed  on  the  paper  implies  that 
the  copy  is  of  the  paper  so  endorsed.  The  point  therefore  is  not  well 
taken. 
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COKTEST— SUPPIiBMEl^TAX.  CHARGE— APPEAIi. 

Wabthbn  V.  Vance  et  al. 

A  supplemental  affidavit  of  oonteet  doee  not  oonstitate  an  abandonment  of  the  prior 
ohargOi  or  waive  rights  secared  nnder  a  hearing  subsequently  had  thereon. 

The  failure  of  a  party  to  properly  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  local  office  does  not 
deprive  him  of  due  protection  in  the  General  Land  Office  as  against  a  decision 
contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regulations. 

Mrsi  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  30, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Henry  B.  Yance  from  your  decision 
of  December  17, 1888,  allowing  him  sixty  days  to  show  cause  why  his 
timber  caltare  entry  for  the  SB.  |  of  Sec.  14,  T.  8  S.,  R.  34  W.,  Oberlin, 
Kansas,  shonld  not  be  canceled. 

The  records  show  that  Asa  Troxel  made  timber  cnltare  entry  for  the 
tract  in  qaestion  December  7, 1885. 

On  December  7, 1886,  Calvin  H.  Warthen  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry  alleging  that  the  same  was  illegal  and  fraadnlent 
from  inception,  also  that  ^<  said  claimant  had  never  done  any  work  on 
said  land." 

On  the  day  following,  December  8,  Henry  B.  Yance  filed  an  affidavit 
against  said  entry,  alleging  that  the  entryman  had  failed  to  break  the 
first  five  acres  as  required  by  law. 

On  February  16,  1887,  Warthen  filed  an  affidavit  which  was  ex- 
pressly stated  to  be  ^<  supplemental  to  his  contest  affidavit  filed  against 
this  entry  on  December  7, 1886."  In  this  affidavit  it  was  charged  that 
Troxel  had  failed  to  break  five  acres  from  date  of  entry. 

On  April  22, 1887,  the  local  officers  issued  notice  of  contest,  in  the 
case  of  Warthen  v.  Troxel  containing  only  the  charges  made  in  the  affi- 
davit filed  December  7, 1886,  and  appointed  July  7, 1887,  as  the  day 
for  a  hearing,  at  which  time  the  contestant  appeared  and  submitted 
evidence  sustaining  the  charges  made.    The  claimant  made  default. 

On  said  July  7,  Yance  appeared  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  of 
Warthen  on  the  ground  that  the  filing  of  the  supplemental  charge  Feb- 
ruary 16, 1887,  by  Warthen  was  an  abandonment  of  his  contest  filed  De- 
cember 7, 1886,  and  that  the  contest  of  Yance  filed  December  8, 1886, 
thus  became  the  prior  one  and  that  of  Warthen  should  be  held  subject 
thereto.  This  motion  was  granted,  and  on  July  8,  notice  issued  on 
Yance's  complaint  and  at  the  hearing  October  6,  1887,  he  sustained 
the  charge  made  and  the  local  officers  recommended  the  cancelation  of 
Troxel's  entry,  and  no  appeal  being  filed,  the  entry  was  canceled  by 
your  office  on  May  14, 1888,  on  the  record  sent  up  by  the  local  officers 
on  December  19, 1887,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  knowledge  of  the  con- 
test of  Warthen.  It  appears  that  the  latter  had,  on  July  25, 1887,  ap- 
pealed from  the  action  of  the  local  officers  dismissing  his  contest,  but 
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said  officers  retained  his  appeal  with  the  record  in  the  case,  until  May 
11,  1888,  three  days  prior  to  your  decision  in  the  case  of  Vance  v. 
Troxel,  when  they  transmitted  the  same  to  yonr  office. 

On  July  20, 1888,  Vance  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the  tract  in 
qnestiouc 

Your  decision  contains  a  full  and  clear  statement  of  the  case,  and 
there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  your  conclusion. 

The  action  of  the  local  officers  in  dismissing  the  contest  of  Warthen 
was  erroneous,  and  their  action  in  retaining  his  appeal  in  their  office 
for  nearly  a  year  after  the  same  had  been  filed,  and  in  the  mean  time 
transmitting  the  subsequent  case  of  Vance  is  deserving  of  censure. 
The  appeal  should  have  been  transmitted  at  once  and  the  contest  of 
Vance  held  to  await  the  decision  in  said  case. 

Vance  filed  the  following  appeal  from  your  decision : 

The  error  relied  upon  is  that  the  Hod.  Commissioner  erred  in  his  holding  that  the 
timber  cnltnre  entry  of  Vance  should  be  held  subject  to  a  preference  right  of  Warthen 
in  face  of  the  record  showing  that  Warthen  failed  to  comply  with  Rules  of  Practice 
Nob.  45  and  46.  We  contending  that  the  failure  of  Warthen  to  so  comply  acted  as  a 
termination  of  all  the  rights  of  said  Warthen  to  be  further  heard  or  to  disturb  the 
acquired  rights  of  Vance,  which  rights  of  Vance  have  been  acquired  without  any 
notice  whatever  that  Warthen  was  resisting  his  attempts,  and  acts  to  perfect  his 
title  to  said  land  now  embraced  in  his  timber  entry  since  July  20,  1888. 
Very  respectfully  submitted, 

Henbt  B.  Vanck 
by  May  and  McElrot, 

Sis  attame$i, 

"So  statement  is  added  to  tbis  appeal,  neither  is  any  argument  filed 
in  its  support,  and  the  Department  is  thus  left  to  put  its  own  interpre- 
tation upon  the  same. 

I  assume  that  the  attorneys  for  Vance  had  reference  to  the  appeal  of 
Warthen  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  rendered  July  7, 1887, 
dismissing  his  contest  and  allowing  that  of  Vance.  The  contention 
seems  to  be  that  the  rights  of  the  former  are  in  some  manner  barred 
by  his  failure  to  comply  with  rules  45  and  46  of  the  rules  of  practice. 

This  appeal  was  filed  July  25, 1887,  which  was  within  the  time  al- 
lowed and  the  reasons  for  the  same  are  given,  thus  complying  with 
rule  45,  but  no  notice  of  the  appeal  was  served  on  Vance,  who  was  an 
adverse  party  in  interest,  and  who  was  entitled  to  notice.  Warthen 
thus  failed  to  comply  with  rule  46  of  the  rules  of  practice. 

By  reason  of  this  failure  the  appeal  of  Warthen  should  properly  have 
been  dismissed  by  your  office.  Gone  v.  Bailey  (10  L.  D.,  546^ ;  Bundy 
«.  Fremont  Townsite  (10  L.  D.,  595). 

Had  this  action  been  taken,  however,  it  would  have  been  the  duty 
of  your  office  in  the  exercise  of  its  supervisory  power,  to  have  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  as  the  same  was  not  only  contrary  to 
existing  laws  and  regulations,  but  to  the  principles  of  justice,  and  to 
have  reinstated  Warthen  in  his  rights  of  which  he  had  been  deprived 
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by  the  wrongfal  act  of  said  officers.  His  fail  are  to  serve  notice  on 
Vance  merely  left  him  in  the  position  of  one  who  had  failed  to  take  an 
appeal,  but  did  not  deprive  him  of  the  protection  of  yonr  office  or  of 
this  Department    Pearce  v.  Wollscheid  (10  L.  D.,  678). 

I  see  no  reason  why  there  should  be  any  farther  hearing  in  this  case. 
The  entry  of  Vance  should  be  canceled  and  that  of  Warthen  placed  on 
record  if  the  latter  still  so  desires.  Should  he,  however,  waive  his 
right  to  make  entry,  that  of  Vance  should  be  allowed  to  remain.  War- 
then  should  be  allowed  ninety  days  in  which  to  determine  what  action 
he  will  take. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


PBOCEEDINOS  ON  FINAL  PBOOF-MINEBAL  LAND. 

DABBAGH  V.  HOLDMAN. 

In  proceedings  had  nnder  a  protest  against  final  proof  the  Commissioner  should  pass 
on  the  whole  case  as  presented  hy  the  record,  incladingthe  safficiency  of  the  final 
proof. 

The  General  Laud  Office  has  no  jnrisdiction  oyer  a  case  after  an  appeal  from  its  de- 
cision thereon. 

When  witnesses  are  examined  hy  the  local  officers  their  finding  of  facts  where  there 
is  a  conflict  of  testimony,  is  entitled  to  special  consideration. 

Findings  of  fact  concurred  in  hy  the  local  and  general  land  offices  will  he  accepted 
as  conclusive  hy  the  Department  unless  clearly  wrong. 

A  segregation  sarvey  at  the  expense  of  the  agricultural  claimant  may  he  properly 
directed,  where  such  claim  includes  land  of  a  mineral  character  coyered  by  a 
previous  mineral  location. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

October  30;  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Richard  Darragh  v.  George  S.  Hold- 
man  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  the  decision  of  yonr  office  dated 
Jnne  17, 1889,  holding  that  the  land  claimed  by  Holdman,  in  Darragh's 
homestead  entry  No.  3250  of  the  fractional  S  \  of  the  SW  ^f  Sec.  6,  and 
fractional  N  ^  of  NW  \  of  Sec.  7  in  T.  5  S.,  B.  20  E.,  Stockton,  California, 
was  mineral  in  character. 

The  record  shows  that  Darragh  made  said  homestead  entry  on  Jaly 
14, 1880,  and  on  March  4, 1886,  gave  dne  notice  of  his  intention  to  make 
final  proof  and  payment  for  said  land  on  April  24,  same  year;  that  on 
said  last-named  date  said  Holdman  appeared  and  filed  his  protest  against 
the  allowance  of  said  proof,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  located  a  placer 
claim  covering  15.88  acres  in  the  SW  \  of  the  SW  \  of  said  sec  6,  and 
the  NW  ^  of  the  NW  \  of  said  sec.  7,  prior  to  the  date  of  said  homestead 
entry,  which  he  had  continually  worked  daring  the  mining  season  of 
each  year. 
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A  hearing  was  daly  had  and  from  the  testimony  submitted  by  both 
parties,  who  were  present  and  were  represented  by  eonnsel,  the  local 
officers  found  that  said  Holdmau,  on  January  15, 1878,  filed  in  the  re- 
corder's office  of  Mariposa  county  his  notice  of  location  of  the  Holdman 
placer  mine,  covering  the  ground  in  question,  and  afterwards,  during 
the  same  year,  had  said  claim  surveyed  and  the  boundaries  marked 
with  stakes ;  that  on  October  30,  and  November  22, 1878,  Holdman 
filed  for  record  in  said  office  notice  of  his  claim  to  the  water  running  in 
Snow  creek  through  part  of  said  claim  and  also  for  water  running 
through  a  certain  gulch  to  be  conveyed  upon  said  mineral  claim ;  that 
said  Holdman  has  worked  for  two  or  three  months  upon  his  claim  dur- 
ing each  winter  season  when  he  could  secure  water,  and  by  means  of 
box  and  ground  sluices  has  mined  a  gulch  therein,  extending  six  or 
seven  hundred  feet ;  that  said  Darragh  made  his  homestead  entry  with 
constructive  notice  of  said  mineral  claim,  and  in  September,  1880,  re- 
ceived actual  notice  in  writing  of  Holdman's  claim ;  that  after  making 
said  entry  Darragb  erected  a  dwelling  upon  said  placer  claim,  in  which 
he  has  since  resided,  and  has  also  kept  a  store  and  the  post  office ;  that 
Darragh  fenced  about  thirty  acres  of  his  claim,  including  ten  acres 
claimed  by  Holdman,  upon  which  he  raised  crops  of  wheat,  rye  and 
barley ;  that  the  soil  upon  said  placer  claim  is  composed  of  a  sandy 
loam,  with  reddish  clay,  granite  and  some  gravel ;  that  the  improve- 
ments of  Darragh  are  valued  at  from  $700  to  $1,000,  and  the  value  of 
the  work  and  improvements  of  Holdman  is  from  $500  to  $1,200  ^  that  it 
is  shown  that  gold  exists  on  said  placer  claim  in  paying  quantities ; 
that  said  Holdman,  although  an  illiterate  man,  appears  to  be  honest, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  discredit  or  reject  his  testimony ;  that  the 
weight  of  evidenoe  shows  that  the  land  in  controversy  is  mineral  in 
character;  that  the  residence  of  Darragh,  having  been  made  upon  the 
mineral  and  not  upon  the  agricultural  part  of  the  land  covered  by  said 
entry,  he  could  acquire  no  right  thereby,  and  the  local  officers  there- 
fore conclude  that  said  proofs  should  be  rejected. 

Upon  appeal,  your  office  concuiTcd  in  the  finding  of  the  local  officers 
as  to  the  character  of  the  land  in  question,  and  held  said  homestead 
entry  tor  cancellation  so  far  as  the  same  covered  said  mineral  claim, 
and  required  said  Darragh  ''  to  segregate  from  the  balance  of  the  land, 
by  a  survey  at  his  own  expense,  under  the  direction  and  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  United  States  surveyor  general  of  California  "  that  the 
sufficiency  of  the  final  proof  and  the  effect  of  his  residence  upon  the 
mineral  claim  would  remain  for  future  determination.  From  said  de- 
cision Darragh  appealed,  and,  among  other  things,  urged  that  it  was 
error  to  require  him  to  have  a  segregated  survey  made  without  any 
assurance  that  he  would  receive  patent  for  the  balance.  He  also  sub- 
mitted affidavits  alleging  that  Holdman's  contest  was  not  made  in  good 
faith.  Your  office,  on  May  16, 1889,  advised  the  local  officers  that  said 
objection  was  good,  and  that  ^^  if  Darragh  will  withdraw  hiia  said  appeal 
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and  file  iu  liea  thereof  a  motion  for  review,  the  same  will  be  duly  con- 
sidered.^ 

On  May  28, 1889,  Darragh  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said  decision 
of  your  office,  and  also  submitted  the  affidavits  filed  with  his  said  appeal, 
and  prayed  that  a  new  hearing  might  be  ordered  by  your  office,  if,  upon 
consideration  of  the  record,  the  decision  should  be  adverse  to  him. 

On  June  17, 1889,  your  office  again  considered  the  case,  and  held  that 
the  homestead  entryman  must  have  said  survey  made  segregating  the 
mineral  land ;  that  the  evidence  shows  that  Darragh  resided  on  the 
land  continuously,  and,  having  shown  good  faith,  the  fact  that  his  resi- 
dence was  on  that  portion  of  the  land  shown  to  be  mineral,  would  not 
of  itself  defeat  his  rights^  and  that  his  final  proof  should  not  have  been 
rejected. 

Darragh  again  appealed,  upon  the  ground  that  said  decision  was  con- 
trary to  law  and  the  evidence. 

If  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  local  office,  and  concurred  in  by  your 
office,  are  sustained  by  the  evidence,  the  conclusions  of  law  inevitably 
follow.  The  witnesses  were  examined  by  the  local  officers,  and,  in  such 
eases,  their  findings  of  fact,  especially  where  there  is  a  conflict  of  testi- 
mony, are  entitled  to  marked  consideration.  Morfey  v.  Barrows  (4  L. 
D.,  135;  Nefif  V.  Gowhick,  6  L.  D.,  660).  Besides,  when  the  findings  of 
the  local  officers  have  been  concurred  in  by  your  office,  as  in  this  case, 
they  are  accepted  by  the  Department  as  conclusive,  unless  clearly 
wrong.  Chichester «.  Allen  (9  L.  D.,  302);  Conly  v.  Price  (id.,  490); 
Collier  r.  Wyland  (10  L.  D.,  96);  Finan  v.  Palmer,  et  al.  (li  L.  D.,  321). 

A  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  shows  that  the  decision  of 
your  office  affirming  the  findings  of  the  local  land  office  as  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  mineral  claim  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  record, 
however,  shows  some  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  which  should  be 
noticed.  In  the  first  place,  your  office  should  have  passed  upon  the 
whole  record,  including  the  sufficiency  of  the  final  proof.  And,  sec- 
ondly, after  said  appeal  was  filed  your  office  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
case,  it  being  removed  at  once  to  this  Department  by  virtue  of  said  ap- 
peal. John  M.  Walker,  et  al,  (5  L.  D.,  504) ;  Ida  May  Taylor  (6  L.  D., 
107) ;  Sapp  v.  Anderson  (9  L.  D.,  165) ;  Keller  v.  Bullington  (11  L.D., 
140). 

The  decision  of  your  office  requiring  said  segregation  survey  is 
affirmed,  and  upon  presentation  of  the  same,  if  satisfactory,  Darragh 's 
final  proof  will  be  accepted,  and  upon  payment  of  fees  and  commis- 
BionSy  certificate  will  issue  for  the  agricultural  part  of  his  entry. 
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ADDITIONAL  HOMESTEAD-COMPLTANCB  WitH  LAW. 

BowEN  V.  MgMiohael. 

An  additional  homestead  entry  nnder  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  cannot  be  maintained 
through  acts  of  the  entry  man's  tenant  in  the  matter  of  residence,  occnpancy,  and 
cnltivatiou. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Conintissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  October  31, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Ephraim  Bo  wen  v,  Daniel  McMichaeI| 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  yoar  decision  of  May  21,  1889,  dismissing 
his  contest  against  the  additional  homestead  entry  of  the  latter  for  the 
NE.  i  of  NW.  i  of  Sec.  32,  T.  1  N.,  B.  11  E.,  Lincoln,  Nebraska  land 
district  (Beatrice  series). 

On  Kovember  20, 1882,  McMichael  made  additional  homestead  entry 
for  this  land,  under  act  of  Oongress  of  March  3,  1879,  and  October  13, 
1884,  he  submitted  final  proof  in  support  of  the  same  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  local  officers. 

On  November  15, 1884,  Bowen  filed  an  affidavit  of  protest  against 
the  same,  alleging,  in  substance,  that  said  entry  was  not  made  in  good 
faith  as  an  additional  homestead  for  the  entryman,  but  that  the  same 
was  made  for  one  Fred  Parli  and  that  said  entryman  had  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  regard  thereto,  and  that  he  did 
not  occupy  or  cultivate  the  land,  and  did  not  control  oruseit  fromdateof 
entry  up  to  making  final  proof,  but  that  it  was  in  the  sole  control  of  said 
Parli.  He  further  alleges  that  said  entryman  has  failed  to  maintain  a 
residence  on  the  homestead  to  which  the  tract  in  controversy  was  made 
''  additional,"  but  was  absent  from  the  same  more  than  six  months  at 
one  time. 

Notice  of  said  protest  and  of  a  hearing  which  was  set  for  August  31, 
1887,  was  given  defendant,  at  which  the  parties  appeared  and  the  plain- 
tiff offered  the  testimony  of  sundry  witnesses,  when  an  adjournment 
was  taken  until  September  6th  following,  at  which  time  the  parties  again 
appeared  and  the  testimony  was  concluded  and  on  the  13th  of  same 
month  the  local  officers  passed  upon  the  case  and  decided  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  and  dismissed  the  protest  From  this  decision  Bowen 
appealed  to  your  office  and  on  May  21, 1889,  you  affirmed  said  judgment 
and  dismissed  said  protest,  from  which  ruling  he  again  appealed. 

The  testimony  shows  that  one  Frederick  Parli  made  a  timber  culture 
entry  for  this  land,  of  date  March  13,  1875 ;  that  he  had  fenced  the 
tract  with  Osage  hedge  and  wire  on  one  side  and  on  the  other  three 
sides  he  had  rail  and  post  and  wire  fence.  This  ^' forty"  in  controversy 
was  situated  in  the  corner  of  Parli's  farm  and  joined  the  land  of  Mc- 
Michael.  Parli  had  broken  a  few  acres  and  made  some  pretence  from 
time  to  time  of  growing  trees,  but  used  the  land  as  a  pasture.  There 
was  a  stone  quarry  on  the  tract  and  he  sold  stonp  therefrom. 

In  October,  1882,  one  Henry  Holton  initiated  a  contest  against  Parli's 
timber  culture  entry,  and  hearing  of  the  same  was  set  for  November  20, 
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1882.  A  few  days  before  the  date  fixed  for  the  hearing  Parli  paid  Hel- 
ton $50  to  abandon  said  contest,  and  on  the  day  of  hearing  he  and 
McMichael  appeared  at  the  local  land  ofQce  and  had  an  entry  of  dismis- 
sal thereof  made.  Then  Parli  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry  and  can- 
cellation of  the  same  wasentered  and  McMichael  made  additional  home- 
stead entry  for  the  tract. 

The  testimony  of  McMichael  shows  that  he  and  Parli  talked  about  a  sale 
of  the  land  to  Parli,  but  made  no  actual  contract.  He  paid  Parli  nothing 
for  the  relinquishment  and  did  not  refund  any  of  the  money  paid  Hel- 
ton. After  the  entry  was  made  he  rented  the  land  to  Parli  for  $12.50 
per  year.  Parli  was  to  break  some  ground  to  hold  the  land,  and  was  to 
reset  and  repair  some  fences  and  to  have  all  the  stone  he  wanted  to  take 
from  the  quarry.  He  does  not  fix  any  particular  time  or  place  where 
this  agreement  was  made  and  gives  it  in  piecemeal.  He  has  not  exer- 
cised any  act  of  ownership  over  the  land  since  the  entry  was  made,  has 
paid  no  attention  to  it.  When  asked  his  purpose  in  making  the  entry 
he  said  <^  I  took  it  to  enhance  my  pecuniary  interest."  He  says  he  knew 
the  law  did  not  allow  him  to  make  an  agreement  of  sale.  He  promised 
Parli  that  if  he  sold  he,  Parli,  should  have  the  refusal  of  it.  Parli  never 
spoke  to  him  about  paying  anything  for  the  relinquishment  or  the  money 
paid  Holton. 

Parli  requested  him  to  go  to  the  land  office  and  make  the  entry.  He 
does  not  remember  whether  he  told  him  that  Holton  had  abandoned 
his  contest.  Parli  furnished  the  team  to  go  to  the  land  office  and  noth- 
ing  was  said  about  the  expense ;  he  paid  for  feeding  the  team ;  does 
not  remember  whether  they  talked  about  the  law  prohibiting  a  contract 
of  sale  or  not,  but  expected  they  did.  Parli  has  had  possession  since 
the  entry ;  he  does  not  know  how  much  has  been  broken  since,  may  be 
an  acre  or  an  acre  and  a  half;  nothing  in  the  agreement  as  to  how 
much  was  to  be  broken;  does  not  know  if  the  plowed  ground  was 
sowed  to  rye  or  if  cultivated  in  any  way;  does  not  know  about  the 
fence;  Parli  reset  some  of  it,  does  not  know  if  the  wire  is  barbed  or 
smooth,  nor  does  he  know  anythiug  about  the  posts ;  does  not  know 
how  much  stone  has  been  taken  from  the  quarry.  He  refused  to  tes- 
tify on  the  first  day  and  says  he  saw  Parli  and  talked  over  the  case  and 
the  testimony  that  had  been  offered,  before  testifying  in  the  case. 

One  witness  who  worked  for  Parli  testifies  that  Parli  told  him  that 
the  land  had  cost  him  about  $200. 

The  testimony  is  voluminous  in  the  case,  but  without  going  into  fur- 
ther detail,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  convinces  me  that  this  entry- 
man  has  wholly  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  relative  to  additional 
homesteads.  After  providing  therefor  on  certain  conditions,  it  con- 
cludes as  follows : 

Provided,  That  in  no  case  shall  patent  Issae  npon  an  additional  or  new  homestead 
entry  under  this  act  until  the  person  has  actually  and  in  coulbrmity  with  the  home- 
stead laws  occupied,  resided  apoii  and  cultivated  the  land  embraced  therein  at  least 
one  year.    Act  of  March  3,  1679,  (20  Stat.,  472). 
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The  entryman,  to  take  the  most  charitable  view  of  the  case,  made  by 
him^  attempted  to  occapy,  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the  land  by  a  ten- 
ant. It  is  well  settled  that  this  can  not  be  done.  See  West  v.  Owen, 
(4  L.  D.,  412) ;  Byer  v.  Burrill,  (6  L.  D.,  621). 

From  a  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  I  am  satis- 
fies! that  the  entryman  has  not  acted  in  good  faith,  and  it  is  quite  clear 
that  he  has  not  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  in  the  mat- 
ter of  residence,  occupancy. and  cultivation  of  this  tract. 

Your  decision  is  reversed;  the  entry  will  be  canceled. 


DESEBT  ENTRY— UNSURVEYED  LAND— ITWAL  PROOF. 

G.  B.  Mendenhall. 

Final  proof  under  a  desert  entry  should  be  made  within  three  years  from  date  of  the 

initial  entry,  even  thongh  the  official  surveys  have  not  been  extended  over  the 

land. 
Where  satisfactory  final  proof  has  been  made  in  snch  a  case,  supplemental  proofj 

without  republication,  should  be  required  after  survey,  showing  that  the  claim 

conforms,  or  has  been  adjusted,  to  the  lines  of  said  survey. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

October  31, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  0.  B.  Mendenhall  from  the  raling  of 
your  office  of  August  3,  1889,  in  which  you  held  that  as  he  had  sub- 
mitted final  proof  on  a  desert  land  entry  before  the  official  sarvey  was 
filed,  he  must,  when  the  land  is  officially  surveyed,  make  new  proo^ 
showing  the  proper  reclamation  thereof. 

On  March  24, 1884,  Mendenhall  filed  in  the  local  office  at  Bozeman, 
Montana,  his  declaration  of  intention  to  reclaim  the  SE.  |  of  Sec.  15,  K  \ 
of  NE.  I  Sec.  22,  N.  J  of  NW.  i  and  NW.  \  of  I^E.  \  of  Sec.  23,  8 W.  \ 
and  W.  ^  of  SE.  \  of  Sec.  14,  and  lot  No.  1  of  Sec.  14  (as  it  may  be  des- 
ignated), all  in  Tp.  1  S.,  B.  12  E.,  Bosemau,  Montana,  land  district, 
containing  six  hundred  and  forty  acres.    He  paid  the  receiver  $160. 

It  appears  that  within  three  years,  but  before  the  official  survey  was 
filed,  he  made  final  proof  to  the  acceptance  of  the  local  officers,  and  the 
same  was  transmitted  to  your  office. 

On  July  20, 1889,  your  office  called  upon  him  to  show — 

why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  and  to 
serve  notice  in  the  manner  proscribed  by  circular  of  October  ^,  1886. — (5  L.  D.,  204.) 

On  August  3, 1889,  in  reply  to  a  letter  from  the  local  office,  asking 
the  return  of  the  final  proof  that  final  payment  might  be  made,  you  re- 
turned the  proof,  and  instructed  the  local  officers  that: 

In  snch  cases,  when  the  land  is  officially  surveyed,  the  claimants  are  required  to  de- 
scribe by  legal  subdivisions,  section,  township  and  range,  the  land  embraced  in  their 
respective  entries,  and  to  make  new  proof,  showing  the  proper  reclamation  thereof. 
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From  this  raling  the  entryman  appealed,  assigning  the  following 
errors: 

First,  that  he  had  made  final  proof  within  three  years ;  that  the  same 
was  accepted,  and  the  $1.00  an  acre  tendered ;  that  there  is  no  provis- 
ion of  law  requiring  a  repetition  of  final  proof  after  the  filing  of  the  snr. 
vey,  and  that  the  Oommissioner  erred  in  holding  the  contrary. 

The  statute  (act  of  March  3, 1877, 19  Stat.,  377)  allows  a  desert  land 
entry  to  be  made  before  snrvey,  the  land  in  snch  case  to  be  described 
<<  as  nearly  as  possible."  By  circalar.  of  General  Land  OfSce,  1889, 
page  37,  it  is  provided  that :  ^<  After  a  township  has  been  surveyed  the 
claim  must  be  adjusted  to  the  lines  of  the  survey." 

The  act  above  cited  provides  that: 

At  any  time  within  the  period  of  three  yearn  after  filing  said  declaration,  npon 
making  satisfactory  proof  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  reclamation  of  said  tract 
of  land  in  the  manner  aforesaid  .....  a  patent  for  the  same  shall  be  issned 
to  him. 

In  the  case  of  Edward  0.  Simpson,  9  L.  D.,  617,  it  was  held  that : 

The  law  does  not  authorize  an  extension  of  the  time  within  which  to  make  proof 
npon  a  desert  entry,  but  proof  submitted  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period 
may  be  equitably  considered,  etc. 

This  rule  was  also  laid  down  in  case  of  Morris  Asher  6  L.  D.,  801. 

There  is  no  provision  of  statute  for  delay  of  proof  on  account  of  the 
delay  of  the  o£&cial  survey ;  nor  does  any  of  the  decisions  mention  that 
fact  as  an  excuse  for  delay.  Want  of  an  ofQcial  survey  does  not,  in 
law,  excuse  the  making  of  final  proof  within  three  years  firom  date  of 
filing.  This  being  so,  if  proper,  acceptable  proof  is  made,  before  sur- 
vey showing  reclamation,  the  means  of  irrigation,  etc.,  it  would  be  use- 
less to  have  such  proof  duplicated  after  the  survey  is  filed,  but  the 
claim  must  conform  to  the  official  survey,  or  it  ^<  must  be  adjusted  to 
the  lines  of  the  survey,"  and  the  lots  and  tracts  in  the  claim  must  agree 
in  their  numbers  with  those  in  the  survey.  Proof  that  the  claim  does 
so  conform  or  has  been  so  adjusted  to  the  lines  of  the  survey,  must  be 
furnished,  but  the  same  may  be  made  as  supplemental  to  the  final 
proof  on  file,  and  may  be  offered  without  publication. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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HOMESTEAD  CONTE8T— APPEAL- ACT  OF  JUNE  16,  1880. 

Maobbide  V,  Stookwbll. 

A  contestaDt  who  fails  to  appeal  from  au  adverse  decision  of  the  local  office  is  barred 
thereby  from  assertiDg  any  further  claim  or  right  nnder  his  contest. 

An  application  to  purchase  under  section  2,  act  of  June  15, 1880,  reserves  the  land 
covered  thereby  until  final  action  thereon. 

The  cancellation  of  a  homestead  entry  is  no  bar  to  a  purchase  under  said  act,  in  the 
absence  of  an  intervening  adverse  right. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  October  31, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Henry  B.  W.  Macbride  fh>m  your 
decision  of  September  8, 1888,  holding  for  cancellation  his  homestead 
entry  for  the  SW.  J  of  NW.  J  of  Sec.  10,  B.  J  of  IfE.  J  and  8W.  \  of 
NB.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  28  S.,  R.  37  B.,  Gainesville,  Florida,  and  allowing 
Geo.  H.  Stockwell  to  purchase  said  land  under  the  second  section,  of 
the  act  of  Jnne  15, 1880. 

The  record  shows  that  said  Stockwell  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract  in  question  October  14, 1876.  The  seven  years  during  which  he 
was  allowed  to  make  final  proof  for  the  same  expired  October  14, 1883, 
without  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  to  perfect  his  title. 

On  December  6, 1883,  Henry  B.  W.  Macbride  filed  an  afQdavit  of  con- 
test against  said  entry  alleging  abandonment.  The  hearing  in  this  case 
took  place  May  9, 1884,  and  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision  recom- 
mending that  the  contest  be  dismissed.  Due  notice  of  this  decision  was 
given  to  Macbride,  who  failed  to  take  an  appeal  therefrom,  and  the 
same  became  final  so  far  as  he  was  concerned. 

On  February  16, 1885,  your  office  considered  the  case  and  decided 
that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  entry  had  been  reported  by  the  local 
officers  for  cancellation  as  having  expired  by  limitation,  which  was 
j^rma/acte  evidence  of  abandonment,  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled. 
Sixty  days  were  allowed  for  appeal.  !No  appeal  was  taken  and  the  entry 
was  canceled  September  18,  1885,  and  on  October  3, 1885,  Macbride 
made  homestead  entry  for  the  land. 

It  appears  that  sometime  between  July  6, 1885,  and  September  9, 
1885,  (but  the  exact  date  is  not  given)  Stockwell  filed  in  the  local  office 
an  application  to  purchase  the  land  under  the  second  section  of  the  act 
of  June  15, 1880. 

The  contention  by  Macbiide  is,  in  substance,  that  he  is  a  successful 
contestant  and  procured  the  cancellation  of  Stockwell's  entry,  and  had 
the  preference  right  to  enter  said  land.  I  do  not  think  this  position 
can  be  successfully  maintained. 

The  action  of  your  office  on  February  16,  1885,  holding  the  entry  of 
Stockwell  for  cancellation  was  not  based  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
by  Macbride  at  the  hearing,  but  was  based  upon  the  fact  that  more  than 
seven  years  had  elapsed  since  the  entry  was  made,  and  the  claimant  bad 
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failed  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  expira- 
tion of  the  statutory  period  after  due  notice  given  him  by  the  local 
officers. 

The  decision  of  the  local  officei-s  was  a  proper  one  upon  the  evidence 
submitted  to  them  and  Macbride  failed  to  appeal  therefrom,  and  by  that 
failure  he  was  barred  from  asserting  any  further  claim  or  right  under 
his  contest.  This  being  the  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  at  length 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  contest  of  Macbride.  The  record  in 
said  case  shows  that  the  notice  was  given  by  publication  but  no  affi- 
davit was  filed  showing  that  personal  service  could  not  be  made,  neither 
was  there  any  evidence  that  notice  was  sent  to  the  claimant  by  reg- 
istered letter,  nor  was  there  sufficient  evidence  that  the  notice  was 
published  for  a  period  of  thirty  days.  On  account  of  these  failures  to 
comply  with  the  rules  of  practice,  the  contest  might  properly  have  been 
dismissed. 

As  it  thus  appears  that  Macbride  has  no  right  as  a  contestant,  the 
question  to  be  determined  is,  has  he  any  right  to  the  land  by  virtue  of 
his  entry  made  subsequent  to  the  cancellation  of  Stockwell's  entry. 

Stockwell's  application  to  purchase  was  transmitted  to  your  office 
September  9,  1885,  which  was  prior  to  Macbride's  entry,  October  3, 
1885.  This  application  reserved  the  land  from  entry  until  final  action 
thereon.  Griffin  v.  Pettigrew  (10  L.  D.,  610).  The  application  should 
also  have  operated  as  a  bar  to  the  action  of  your  office,  September  18, 
1885,  cancelling  said  entry.  Said  cancellation  was  an  inadvertence  on 
the  part  of  your  office,  but  should  it  be  admitted  that  the  entry  was 
canceled  in  the  regular  order  of  business,  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse 
right  by  virtue  of  a  subsequent  entry  under  the  homestead  laws,  at  the 
date  of  application  to  purchase,  said  cancellation  would  be  no  bar  to 
the  purchase  of  the  laud  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880.  Simpson  v. 
Foley  (4  L.  D.,  21) ;   Martha  A.  Carter  (9  L.  D.,  604). 

Your  decision  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


CIRCULAU— FAILURE  OF  CROPS— PAYMENT. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington,  D.  (7.,  October  27,  1890. 

B£ei»T£RS  AND   RECEIVERS, 

United  States  Land  Offices. 
Gentlemen  :  Your  attention  is  directed  to  the  joint  resolution  of 
Congress,  approved  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  684),  which  reads  as 
follows : 

Joint  resolution  to  extend  tho  time  of  payment  to  aettlero  on  the  public  lands  in  certain  caaee. 

lieaolred  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepreaentalivee  of  the  United  States  of  America  %h 
Congress  aeeemhled,  That  whenever  it  shall  appear  by  the  filing  of  sach  evidence  in 
the  offices  of  any  register  and  receiver  as  shuU  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
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Interior  that  any  Bettler  on  the  public  lands,  by  reason  of  a  failure  of  ciops  for  wliich 
be  is  iu  no  wise  responsible,  is  unable  to  make  the  payment  on  his  homestead  or  pre- 
emption claim  reqnired  by  law,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  is  hereby 
authorized  to  extend  the  time  for  such  pjiyment  for  not  exceeding  one  year  from  the 
date  when  the  same  becomes  due. 

Any  party  applying  for  the  extension  of  time  authorized  by  said 
resolution  will  be  required  to  submit  testimony  to  consist  of  his  own 
affidavit,  corroborated,  so  far  as  possible,  executed  before  the  register 
or  receiver,  or  some  officer  authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  land  mat- 
ters within  the  county  where  the  land  is  situated,  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  facts  relating  to  the  failure  of  crops,  on  which  he  relies  to  support 
his  application,  and  that  he  is  unable  by  reason  of  such  failure  of  crops 
to  make  the  payment  required  by  law. 

On  receipt  of  such  application  in  your  office,  you  will  note  upon  your 
records  in  pencil  that  the  same  has  been  filed,  and  transmit  it,  together 
with  the  testimony  filed  in  support  thereof,  to  this  office,  accompanied 
by  your  report,  and  await  further  instructions. 
Very  respectfully, 

W.  M.  Stone, 

Acting  Covwiiissioner. 
Approved : 

Geo.  Chandler, 

Acting  Secretary, 


PRACTICE    NOTICE    EVIDENCE— ABANDONMENT. 

DURKIN  V.  LiNDSTRAND. 

The  notice  of  a  contest  should  recite  the  charges  contained  in  the  affidavit  of  contest, 
hut  it  will  cot  he  regarded  as  defective  if  it  shows  on  its  face  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion to  support  a  judgment  of  cancellation. 

A  defendant  who  appears  to  the  merits  of  an  action,  without  ohjection  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  notice,  can  not,  after  judgment  against  him,  he  heard  to  question 
the  legality  thereof. 

A  notice  of  contest  may  he  signed  by  one  or  both  of  the  local  officers. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  tho  affidavit  of  contest  should  accompany  an  order  desig- 
nating an  officer  to  take  testimony,  nor  that  said  affidavit  should  be  in  thepOH- 
sesions  of  such  officer. 

Under  rule  35  of  practice  an  officer  designated  to  take  testimony  in  a  contest  may 
properly  authorize  any  other  qualified  officer  to  take  such  testimony. 

It  is  not  error  that  a  party  is  not  informed  of  his  right  to  cross-examine  witnessiv, 
where  due  opportunity  for  such  cross-examination  is  allowed. 

A  charge  of  abandonment  against  an  entry  is  sustained  by  evidence  showing  that  the 
entry  man  has  not  established  residence  on  the  land  within  six  months  after  entry. 

First  Asmtant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  1,  1890. 
In  the  record  transmitted  with  the  appeal  of  William  Lindstrand, 
from  your  office  decision  of  April  23,  1888,  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Dur- 
kift  V,  William  LiijdstraucJ,  the  following  facts  appear ; 
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March  19, 18S3,  said  Lindstraud  made  homestead  eatry  No.  2349,  for 
the  SW.  i  Sec  24,  T.  1^5  N.,  R.  61  W.,  Huron,  Dakota. 

November  11,  188i,  DarkiQ  filed  a  contest  against  said  entry,  alleg- 
ing in  his  affidavit  that  ^^Lindstrand  is  now  living  on  his  pre-emption, 
and  has  wholly  abandoned  said  tract  (homestead)  and  changed  his  resi- 
dence therefrom  for  more  than  six  mouths  since  making  said  entry  and 
next  prior  to  the  dat«  herein ;  that  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon  and 
cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law.^ 

Embodied  in  the  affidavit  was  a  request  that  the  hearing  might  be 
had  at  Doland,  Dakota. 

Service  on  this  affidavit  was  made  by  publication,  summoning  the  de* 
fendant  to  appear  at  the  office  of  H.  Beecher,  a  notary  public,  at  Do- 
land, Dakota,  on  February  17, 18S5,  to  respond,  etc.  Lindstraud  did 
not  appear  at  the  place  designated  to  take  the  depositions,  and  the  evi- 
dence was  taken  ex  parte  before  one  William  M.  Sogers,  a  notary  pub- 
lic, at  Doland,  and  forwarded  to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Huron, 
who,  on  February  27,  1885,  rendered  judgment  canceliug  the  entry. 

At  the  time  of  filing  the  affidavit  and  publication  of  notice,  as  afore- 
said, the  defendant,  Lindstraud,  was  absent  in  Europe. 

On  application  of  the  defendant,  alleging  certain  irregularities  in  the 
above  proceedings,  your  office,  by  letter  dated  December  26, 1885,  re- 
manded the  case  for  a  rehearing. 

In  obedience  to  this  direction,  on  January  9,  1886,  notice  was  again 
issued  to  the  defendant,  summoning  him  to  appear  ^^  at  the  office  of  H. 
Beecher,  a  notary  public,  at  Doland,  D.  T.,  before  him  on  the  23rd  day 
of  March,  1886,"  and  stating  therein  that  the  testimony  would  be  ex- 
amined and  final  hearing  had  and  decisiou  rendered  at  the  local  office 
(Huron,  Dakota,)  April  2, 1886. 

This  notice  was  signed  J.  S.  McFarland,  register,  and  recited  that 
complaint  had  been  entered  at  ^^  this  office  by  Thomas  Durkin  against 
William  Lindstraud  for  abandoning  his  homestead  entry  No.  2349," 
describing  the  land.  The  notice  was  based  on  the  original  affidavit, 
containing  the  charges  heretofore  recited,  and  was  served  personally 
upon  the  defendant  February  1, 1886. 

On  the  23d  of  Aiarch,  pursuant  to  notice,  plaintiff  and  defendant  ap- 
peared before  William  M.  Rogers,  a  notary  of  Doland,  who  had  been 
authorized  by  Beecher  to  take  the  testimony  in  his  place,  because  he 
(Beecher)  was  unable  to  be  at  Doland  on  the  day  specified.  The  testi- 
mony of  plaintiff  and  one  other  witness  was  taken  by  Eogers  at  the  of- 
fice of  Beecher  when  it  was  stipulated  in  writing  between  plaintiff*  and  de- 
fendant that  the  further  taking  of  testimony  should  be  ^'  adjourned  or 
moved  to  the  office  of  Wm.  M.  Rogers,"  which  was  done,  and  the  testi- 
mony completed  the  same  day.  On  this  hearing  testimony  was  intro- 
duced by  both  parties.  Ko  objection  was  made  by  the  defendant  to  the 
notice,  nor  to  the  place  or  places  of  taking  the  testimony,  nor  officer 
before  whom  it  was  taken.    Tiiis  testimony  as  above  taken  \f as  properly 
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certified  aud  forwarded  to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Huron,  who  on 
the  2d  of  April,  188G,  rendered  their  joint  decision  thereon,  recommend- 
ing that  the  entry  be  canceled. 

April  5  (not  15,  as  stated  in  your  office  decision),  1886,  both  parties  were 
notified  of  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  on  May  8,  counsel  for 
defendant  filed  a  motion  with  the  register  and  receiver  for  a  ^'  rule  or 
order  "  to  setaside  the  testimony  taken  as  above,  also  the  judgment  of  the 
local  officers,  and  that  anew  hearing  or  trial  be  had  at  Huron,  alleging 
as  ground  therefor : 

1st.  A  variance  between  the  complaint  and  notice. 

2d.  That  the  complaint  or  affidavit  was  not  in  the  hands  of  the  officer 
(Rogers)  who  took  the  testimony. 

3d.  That  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  support  the  judgment. 

4th.  That  the  officer  before  whom  the  testimony  was  taken  was  not 
the  proper  officer,  and  had  no  authority  so  to  do. 

5th.  That  the  claimant  was  not  informed  of  his  right  of  cross-exam- 
ination. 

6th.  Same  as  3d. 

7th.  That  there  is  a  variance  between  proof  and  notice. 

8th.  That  there  is  a  variance  between  the  proof  and  the  charge  in 
the  information. 

May  24, 1886,  this  motion  was  overruled — 

1st.  Because  untimely,  and 

2d.  Because  the  judgment  had  become  final,  and 

3d.  Because  the  defendant  was  present  at  taking  of  testimony  and 
cross-examined  the  witnesses  and  submitted  testimony,  and  none  of  the 
reasons  ofifered  are  sufficient  to  set  aside  this  judgment. 

This  judgment  is  attached  to  the  motion,  and  signed  by  E.  W.  Miller, 
receiver. 

The  defendant  appealed,  aud  your  office  affirmed  the  action  and  de- 
cision of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  he  now  appeals  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

The  errors  complained  of  before  the  Commissioner  and  this  Depart- 
ment are  in  substance  the  same  as  those  above  enumerated  in  the  mo- 
tiou  to  set  aside  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers. 

I  find  no  reversible  error  in  these  proceedings.  The  objection  that 
there  is  a  variance  between  the  complaint  and  the  notice  is  answered 
in  Green  v.  Berdan,  10  L.  D.,  294. 

While  the  notice  should  recite  the  charges  contained  in  the  affidavit, 
it  will  not  be  regarded  as  defective  if  it  shows  on  its  face  a  sufficient 
allegation  to  supiK>rt  a  judgment  of  cancellation.  This  notice  charged 
abandonment  of  the  entry,  which,  if  x>roved,  would  support  such  judg- 
ment. (Smith  V,  Johnson,  9  L.  D.,  255.)  Moreover,  the  notice  is  a 
means  to  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  in  this 
case  the  defendant  appeared  to  the  merits  of  the  action  and  made  no 
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objectiou  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  and  he  can  not  after  jn^lgnient 
against  him  be  heard  to  complain  of  the  legality  thereof. 

As  to  the  second  point,  that  the  affidavit  was  not  in  the  hands  of  the 
officer  who  took  the  testimony,  it  is  snffieient  to  say  that  it  did  not  be- 
long there.  That  it  was'made  for  the  sole  pnrpose  of  giving  informa- 
tion to  the  register  and  receiver,  upon  which  to  issue  notice  or  sum- 
mons to  the  claimant  alleged  to  be  in  default.  This  done,  its  office  was 
performed,  and  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  accompany  the  writ, 
nor  lie  or  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  taking  the  testimony.  The 
objection  that  the  officer  before  whom  the  testimony  was  taken,  was 
without  authority  to  take  the  same  is  untenable.  Subdivision  7  of 
Practice  Kule  35  expressly  authorizes  the  taking  of  testimony  by  an 
officer  other  than  the  one  designated  by  the  local  officers.  This  rule 
was  followed  in  this  case. 

There  is  no  provision  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  sustaining  the  5th 
alleged  error.  Rule  40  provides  that  "  due  opportunity  will  be  allowed 
opposing  claimants  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses,"  which  was  done  in 
this  case. 

The  variance  alleged  in  errors  7  and  8,  between  proof  and  notice  and 
proof  and  information  is  not  such  as  will  invalidate  the  judgment  or 
support  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  proof  showed  that  three  years 
had  passed  since  he  made  his  entry,  and  that  he  had  never  established 
a  residence  on  the  land,  his  own  witnesses  testifying  that  he  went  to  the 
tract  about  once  every  six  months  and  stayed  in  a  shanty  over  night, 
he  and  his  witnesses  thinking  that  he  thus  avoided  the  charge  of  aban- 
doning the  tract. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  charge  in  the  motion  is  that  of  abandoning 
his  entry.  This  charge  is  sustained  by  showing  that  he  has  not  estab- 
lished a  residence  on  the  land  within  six  months  after  making  entry. 
One  material  allegation  of  the  information  and  notice  (that  of  abandon- 
ment) is  sustained  by  the  proof,  and  it  is  a  universal  rule  of  practice 
that  if  one  material  count  in  a  petition  or  complaint  is  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  the  judgment  based  thereon  will  stand. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  argument  of  appellant's  counsel  that  the  no- 
tice is  void  because  not  signed  by  both  the  register  and  receiver,  for 
the  2d  subdivision  of  Practice  Rule  8  provides  that  such  notice  may  be 
signed  by  one  of  them,  and,  besides,  the  defendant  appeared  and  so 
waived  any  irregularity  in  the  issuance  or  service  of  notice. 

There  being  no  error  in  the  proceedings,  and  the  evidence  clearly 
showing  an  entire  lack  of  residence  on  the  land  for  three  years  after 
entry,  your  decision  is  affirmed,  and  the  entry  canceled. 
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HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— RESIDENCE. 

Ruth  McNickle. 

Temporary  absences  ou  accoiiut  of  exceptional  circumBtances  may  be  excused,  bnt 
such  absences  should  be  the  exception  and  not  the  rule  governing  homestead  resi- 
dence. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  1, 1890. 

Euth  McNickle,  whose  maiden  name  was  Rath  Tofiiemire,  has  ap- 
pealed from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  April  22, 1889,  holdi  ng  for 
cancellation  her  homestead  entry  Ko.  22,220,  cash  certificate  No. 
13,272,  embracing  the  8B.J,  Sec.  3,  T.  107  N.,  R.  64  W.,  Mitchell,  Dak- 
Ota. 

She  made  her  said  entry  September  22,  1882,  and  submitted  final 
proof  (commutation)  November  8,  1884,  and  received  her  certificate 
(cash  entry  13,272)  November  28,  1884. 

Your  office,  by  letter  of  November  3,  1888,  rejected  her  said  proof 
because  her  residence  was  not  shown  to  be  satisfactory,  and  suspended 
her  entry  to  allow  her  to  make  new  proof  without  publication. 

February  13,  1889,  she  submitted  new  proof,  made  before  the  clerk 
of  the  district  court  of  Jerauld  county,  Dakota.  The  new  proof  dif- 
fered in  no  material  respect  from  that  first  submitted,  except  that  it 
was  accompanied  by  claimant's  affidavit,  excusing  her  lack  of  contin- 
uous residence.  This  proof  was  also  rejected,  and  "  by  reason  of  the 
bad  faith  shown "  the  original  entry  and  final  certificate  were  held  for 
cancellation,  and  the  claimant  now  appeals  to  this  Department. 

The  material  facts  in  relation  to  her  residence  are  correctly  stated  in 
yourofficedecision,andshowthat  her  residence  on  the  claim  consisted 
of  occasional  visits,  three  or  four  times  a  month,  excepting  in  the  winter 
months,  when  the  weather  was  so  cold  that  she  ^^  could  not  make  the  trip.^ 
That  during  these  visits  she  resided  in  Huron,  about  thirty  miles  distant 
from  her  claim,  or  in  the  neighborhood,  working  as  a  hired  girl  for  the 
neighbors;  that  in  September,  1884,  she  returned  to  the  claim  and 
"  resided  there  continuously,  until  after  making  final  proof  November  8," 
of  the  same  year ;  that  on  the  27th  of  that  month  she  was  married  to 
McNickle,  and  has  resided  with  her  husband  in  Winona,  Minnesota^  ever 
since.  Her  excuse  for  not  living  continuously  on  her  claim  is,  that  she 
had  to  earn  a  living,  and  that  her  lawyer  told  her  that,  if  *'  I  wanted  to 
make  proof,  the  almost  universal  practice,  and  the  one  tacitly  sanctioned 
by  the  Land  Department,  was  for  parties  without  a  family  to  be  on  the 
claim  once  in  thirty  days." 

This  was  bad  advice,  and  can  not  receive  the  sanction  of  this  Depart- 
ment. While  temporary  absences  on  account  of  sickness  or  other  ex- 
ceptional circumstances  have  been  and  may  bi5  excused,  such  absences 
must  be  the  exception,  and  not  the  rule  governing  residence  on  home- 
stead claims. 
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This  claimant  made  tbe  exception  tlie  rule,  aud  immediately  after 
receiving  her  certificate  removed  to  a  town  several  hundred  miles  dis- 
tant, and  has  ever  since  resided  there.  Her  improvements,  though 
valued  at  $75,  consist  of  a  house,  eight  by  ten  feet,  and  six  acres  of 
cultivaMon ;  no  fencing. 

The  case  is  parallel  with  that  of  Sydney  F.  Thompson,  8  L.  D.,  285. 
I  do  not  tiiink  the  proofs  submitted  show  that  the  claimant  intended  in 
good  faith  to  make  her  home  on  the  land,  and  the  lifetime  of  her  entry 
having  now  expired,  the  same  will  be  canceled. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER  CX7LTIJTIK  CONTEST- AME^^DMENT  OF  CHARGE. 

DAVTS  V.  BOTT. 

The  amendment  of  an  affidavit  of  contest,  by  adding  thereto  an  additional  charge, 
does  not  preclude  the  contestant  firom  showing  a  default  originally  charged. 

Acts  in  compliance  with  law  performed  after  tbe  initiation  of  contest,  and  induced 
thereby,  will  not  relieve  the  en  try  man  from  the  effect  of  a  default  existing  at 
date  of  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  November  3, 1890. 

I  hare  considered  the  case  of  Clarence  H.  Davis  v.  Valeutioe  Bott  on 
appeal  by  the  former  from  yoar  decision  dismissing  his  contest  against 
the  timber  culture  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  NB.  i  Sec.  10,  T.  108,  R. 
36y  New  ITlm  series,  Tracy  land  district,  Minnesota. 

On  February  13, 1880,  Bott  made  timber  culture  entry  for  this  land 
aud  on  March  13, 1884,  Davis  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the 
same.  Hearing  was  set  for  May  30, 1884,  at  which  the  parties  appeared 
and  the  contestee  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  because  the  contestant 
had  not  applied  to  enter  the  land,  which  motion  was  sustained  by  the 
local  officers.  From  this  action  contestant  appealed  and  your  office  on 
July  21, 1885,  reversed  said  decision,  whereupon  the  contestee  appealed 
to  this  Department  and  the  matter  coming  on  for  hearing  your  decision 
was  affirmed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  complaint  was 
returned  with  directions  that  contestant  be  allowed  to  proceed  with  his 
case.  Notice  was  given  the  parties,  and  on  April  11, 1887,  they  ap- 
peared and  contestant  on  said  day  filed  an  amended  affidavit  and  the 
hearing  was  then  had  upon  said  amended  affidavit  and  the  local  officers 
foaod  in  favor  of  contestee  and  dismissed  the  contest,  from  which  the 
contestant  appealed  and  on  May  1, 1889,  your  office  affirmed  said  de- 
cision, firom  which  he  appealed  to  this  Department. 

In  this  ca«e  there  does  not  appear  to  be  much  dispute  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  compliance  with  tbe  law  at  the  time  the  case  was  heard,  to  wit, 
on  April  11, 1887,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  claimant  has  cured  his 
laches  by  planting  trees  and  cultivating  them  since  the  notice  of  contest 
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waR  served  and  that  he  should  not  have  been  allowed  to  show  any  act 
of  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  after  service  of  notice  of 
contest  upon  him. 
It  will  be  observed  that  contestant's  original  affidavit  read  thus: — 

Valentine  Bott,  failed  daring  the  year  after  date  of  entry  or  at  any  time  since  to 
plant  in  trees,  tree  seeds  or  cuttings  five  acres  of  said  tract,  and  also  failed  to  cnl- 
tivate  in  any  manner  sncli  trees  as  ^vere  planted  on  said  claim  as  1)y  law  required. 

This  was  filed  March  13, 1884.  On  the  day  of  trial,  April  11,  1887, 
he  amended  his  original  complaint  so  as  to  charge  that: — 

Valentine  Bett,  failed  and  neglected  daring  the  third  and  fonrth  year  after  entry 
(or  at  any  time  since  said  entry)  to  plant  or  sow  in  trees,  tree  seeds  or  cuttings,  ten 
acres  of  said  tract  and  that  said  Bott  has  failed  and  neglected  to  cultivate  in  any 
manner  such  trees  tree  seeds,  or  cuttings  as  were  planted  or  sown  on  said  tract. 

This  amendment  cannot  be  considered  an  abandonment  of  the  orig- 
inal charge.  It  incorporates  all  of  the  old  complaint  and  enlarges 
thereon  by  covering  the  time  from  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  of  contest 
up  to  the  day  of  trial.  If  the  contestant  failed  to  prove  a  default  during 
the  time  covered  by  the  amendment,  he  failed  to  that  extent  of  estab- 
lishing his  charge,  but  that  did  not  preclude  his  showing  under  the 
allegations  of  his  amended  complaint  a  default  during  the  third  year, 
which  was  embraced  in  his  original  complaint,  and  which  existed  prior 
to  the  entryman  curing  his  latches.  The  contestant  is  not  bound  to 
stand  or  fall  by  the  proof  of  all  his  allegations.  Though  he  fail  to  the 
extent  of  being  unable  to  establish  some  one  or  more  of  them,  yet  be 
may  succeed  upon  as  many  causes  of  complaint  as  he  is  able  to  estab- 
lish by  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  and  his  success  in  these  may 
warrant  a  judgment  in  his  favor. 

It  will  not  do  to  hold  that  on  account  of  the  amendment  the  contest- 
ant may  not  still  show  a  default  as  originally  charged.  He  may  stiil 
fall  back  upon  his  first  cause  of  action  for  it  is  still  embraced  in  his 
complaint.  He  has  waived  nothing  by  expandinghis  charges,  or  adding 
to  his  original  cause  of  action  still  another.  He  is  not  thereby  estopped 
from  showing  that  the  entryman  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  during  the  third  year  after  date  of  entry.  Under  the 
rulings  of  the  Department,  a  default  cannot  be  cured  after  notice  of  cod- 
test. 

The  entry  must  be  weighed  in  the  balance  of  the  law,  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the 
initiation  of  the  contest.    Waldroff  r.  Bottomly,  (10  L.  D.,  133). 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  entryman  was  in  default  during  the 
third  and  fourth  years,  that  he  made  an  effort  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law  and  had  at  the  date  of  hearing,  April  11, 1887, 
substantially  cured  the  laches  of  the  third  and  fourth  years  of  his  entry, 
but  the  testimony  shows  that  this  condition  was  indaced  by  the  contest 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  nnder  the  law  and  departmentftl 
rulings  the  entry  must  be  canceled.  Your  decision,  is,  therefore,  re- 
versed. 


--^ 
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MINING  CLAIM— ENTRY— ALIEN  CORPORATION. 

Hook  et  al.  v.  Latham  et  al. 

A  citizen  oftbo  United  States  actiu;^  in  the  Interest  of  a  foreign  corporation  can  not 
make  a  mineral  entry  for  the  benefit  of  snch  corporation. 

Acting  Secretary   Clmndler  to  tJie   Cammissioier  of  the  General  Land 

Office,  November  10,  1890. 

On  October  22, 1875,  Milton  IS.  Latham  made  mineral  application  Ko. 
239,  for  the  Buchanan  copper  mine,  lot  37,  Sec.  34,  T.  8  S.,  R.  18  E.,  M. 
D.  M.,  Stockton,  California^  and  on  March  14,  1876,  made  mineral  entry 
No.  123  therefor. 

On  Jane  17,  1888,  B.  F.  Hook  and  D.  McInf^TC  filed  protest  against 
the  issne  of  patent  on  said  entry  and  a  hearing  was  thereupon  ordered. 

After  the  taking  of  certain  depositions  the  case  was  submitted  on 
an  agreed  statement  of  facts.  The  local  officers  concluded  that  the 
application  and  entr}'  were  made  by  said  Latham  for  and  on  behalf  of 
the  London  and  San  Francisco  Bank  (limited),  a  foreign  corporal ion^ 
organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  England.  They,  therefore, 
held  tnat  the  entry  had  been  made  in  contravention  of  section  2319, 
Eevised  Statutes. 

Your  office,  by  letter  of  June  1,  1889,  held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

Appeal  has  been  taken  by  said  bank  and  Arthur  Scrivener,  trustee. 

It  appears  that  Latham  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  presi- 
dent of  the  branch  office  at  San  Francisco  of  said  London  and  San 
Prancisco  Bank,  (limited)  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under 
the  laws  of  England ;  that  on  May  4,  1869,  one  William  T.  Atwood, 
having  the  mere  possessory  title  to  said  mine  executed  to  said  Latham 
his  promissory  note  for  $12000,  secured  by  mortgage  on  said  mine ; 
that  said  note  and  mortgage  though  made  and  executed  to  said  La- 
tham individually,  were  in  fact  made  to  him  as  president  of  said  bank 
and  for  the  benefit  of  said  bank ;  that  on  September  1,  1870,  another 
note  for  $5,650.51,  made  by  said  Atwood  and  secured  by  mortgage  on 
said  mine,  was  assigned  to  said  Latham  individually,  but  in  fact  for  the 
benefit  of  said  bank;  that  subsequently  Latham,  acting  in  his  own 
name,  but  in  fact  for  the  benefit  of  said  bank,  brought  suit  against  said 
Atwood  to  foreclose  said  mortgages,  and  obtained  judgment  for  $16,- 
385.34;  that  under  these  proceedings  said  mine  was,  on  February  7, 
1871,  struck  off  to  said  Latham  as  the  highest  bidder  for  $16,863.40, 
^<  but  no  purchase  money  was  paid  by  Latham  to  the  sheriff  or  at  all, 
but  the  price  for  which  said  mine  was  bid  off  by  him  at  said  sheriff's 
sale  was  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  of  foreclosure  aforesaid  and 
was  merely  credited  to  said  judgment  as  if  it  had  been  received  by  said 
sheriff,  though  in  fact  no  money  whatever  had  been  received  by  him, 
the  purchase  having  been  made  by  said  Latham  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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bank,  in  pursuance  of  his  said  trust  as  aforesaid : "  that  on  November 
30, 1877,  Latham,  being  about  to  retire  from  the  bank,  transferred  said 
mine  by  deed  to  said  Arthur  Scrivener  as  trustee  for  said  bank,  and  no 
consideration  passed  to  said  Latham  therefor ;  that  the  expenses  of  said 
mineral  application  and  entry  and  other  expenses  were  paid  by  said 
bank. 

This  recital  puts  it  beyond  question  that  said  entry  was  made  by 
Latham  in  the  interest  of  said  foreign  corporation  and  for  its  benefit 
In  the  case  of  Capricorn  Placer  (10  L.  D.,  641),  it  was  held  that  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  acting  as  the  trustee  of  an  alien  corporation, 
can  not  make  a  mineral  entry  for  the  benefit  of  such  corporation.  In 
accordance  with  that  ruling  this  entry  must  be  canceled.  The  facts  re- 
lating to  the  mortgages  and  their  foreclosure  are  irrelevant  to  this  issue. 
The  legal  title  remains  in  the  United  States  and  patent  can  issue  only 
upon  an  entry  made  in  accordance  with  law.  No  such  entry  has  been 
made.  The  proceedings  on  foreclosure  gave  to  the  bank  only  such  in- 
terest as  the  mortgagor  had.  If  that  interest  has  failed,  it  shows  only 
that  the  bank  has  taken  insufficient  security. 

Said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


TIMBER  CtJL.TURE  CONTEST— DEVOID  OF  TIMBER- PRACTICE. 

Cbottinger  V.  Lowe. 

A  timber  culture  entry  made  in  good  faith  of  land  not  strictly  devoid  of  timber,  will 

not  be  disturbed  where  it  is  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  departmental  cod- 

struction  of  the  statute  then  in  force. 
Concnrring  decisions  of  the  local  and  general  laud  offices  are  generally  accepted  hj 

the  Department  as  conclusive  on  questions  of  fact,  but  the  rule  does  not  extend 

to  questions  involving  an  interpretation  of  the  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  November  10,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Albert  O.  Crottinger  v,  Isaiah  A*  Lowe 
on  appeal  by  the  latter  from  yoar  decision  of  February  20,  1889,  can- 
celling his  timber  culture  entry  for  the  NW.^  of  Sec.  10,  T.  18  8.,  R 
17  W.,  Wa-Keeney,  Kansas  land  district. 

Lowe  made  timber  culture  entry  for  this  land  December  16, 1883,  and 
Crottinger  filed  affidavit  of  contest  December  9,  1885,  alleging  that 
there  were  twenty-four  hundred  trees  aggregating  ten  inches  in  diameter 
growing  on  said  land ;  further  that  the  en  try  man  had  failed  to  plow  or 
break  five  acres  of  said  land  during  the  first  year  of  said  entry. 

Notice  of  said  contest  was  duly  issued,  setting  the  hearing  for  J»n* 
nary  23, 1886.  On  that  day,  upon  motion  of  the  contestant,  the  cause 
was  continued  to  March  23,  1886,  and  an  amended  affidavit  filed  and 
service  of  notice  duly  made,  hearing  being  set  for  May  21, 1886.  Said 
amended  affidavit  repeated  the  averment  that  the  land  contained  a 


■^-^ 


Decisions  relating  to  Tfli:  i^iJblic  LANt)s.  42? 

natural  growth  of  timber,  omitted  the  averment  that  there  was  a  want 
of  breaking  and  cultivation,  but  contained  an  averment  charging  the 
entrymen  with  frauduleutly  making  said  entry  for  one  Shelby  Wilson. 

Testimony  was  taken  on  the  last  named  day  and  the  local  officers 
held  from  the  evidence  that  the  land  was  timber  and  the  entry  illegal, 
and  decided  to  hold  the  entry  for  cancellation.  From  this  decision 
Lowe  appealed,  and  upon  February  20, 1889,  your  office  affirmed  said 
judgment  and  held  said  entry  for  cancellation,  from  which  he  again 
appealed. 

There  was  no  testimony  taken  on  the  charge  of  failure  of  breaking  or 
cultivation  nor  upon  the  complaint  that  the  eotry  was  fraudulently 
made  for  Wilson,  so  that  the  only  matter  for  consideration  is  the  ques- 
tion  of  whef.her  the  natural  growth  of  timber  on  the  land  excluded  it 
from  the  operation  of  the  timber  culture  act. 

The  testimony  shows  that  there  is  a  small  stream  flowing  through 
this  tract,  just  what  part  does  not  appear,  nor  is  the  trend  of  the  stream 
given.  Its  banks  are  from  six  or  eight  to  thirty  feet  high,  sloping  with 
more  or  less  abruptuess.  Along  the  slope  thereof  grow  water-elm, 
Cottonwood,  some  ash  and  box-elder  trees,  probably  (averaging  the 
statements)  seventy-five  over  ten  inches  in  diameter,  a  few  which  are 
twelve  to  fifteen  inches,  several  hundred  are  over  two  and  under  ten 
inches.  These  are  low,  gnarled,  twisted  and  scrubby,  unfit  for  lumber 
for  building  purposes,  and  of  little  use  for  anything  except  fire- wood. 
There  are  no  trees  on  the  tillable  land  except  those  which  were  planted 
by  a  former  entryman.  The  tenant  of  Lowe  says  he  planted  or  *^set 
out"  about  1,200  Cottonwood  and  elms  along  the  creek  bank.  This 
entire  strip  of  timber  is  estimated  to  contain  about  three  and  one  half 
acres. 

In  the  case  of  Blenkner  v.  Sloggy  (2  L.  D.,  267),  the  trees,  some  six 
hundred  ash, oak,  elm  and  underbrush,  were  scattered  over  five  to  eight 
acres,  and  the  entry  was  allowed. 

In  the  case  of  Bartch  t?.  Kennedy  (3  L.  D.,  437),  it  was  found  that — 

On  the  banks  of  the  Knife  river,  which  passes  through  the  western  half  of  Sec.  18, 
there  are  from  five  to  six  acres  of  trees  of  different  kinds  ....  and  located 
mostly  on  the  river  bank,  where  the  land  is  subject  to  overflow,  etc. 

In  this  case  it  was  held  that  the  testimony  failed  to  show  such  a 
natural  growth  of  timber  as  would  make  a  timber  culture  entry  illegal. 

In  the  case  of  James  Spencer  (6  L.  D.,  217),  decided  October  11, 1887, 
the  law  was  fully  discussed  and  the  liberality  of  the  Department  con- 
sidered and  it  is  there  held : 

The  former  rulings  on  this  subject  will  not  be  allowed  to  prevail  longer.  Timber 
culture  entries  made  after  the  date  of  this  decision  must  be  made  of  land  .  .  .  . 
de  void  of  timber — 

but  this  judgment  is  not  retroactive.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  entry 
was  made  in  1883,  when  the  decisions  of  the  department  recognized 
such  tracts  as  subject  to  entry  under  the  timber-culture  act. 
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Fringes  of  timber  along  tlie  banks  of  streams  may  be  found  in  many 
places  where  all  the  tillable  land  is  barren  of  trees,  and  will  so  remain 
until  cultivation  and  protection  produces  them. 

This  case  comes  under  the  liberal  ruling^s  of  the  Department  prior  to 
October  11,  1887.  The  fiict  that  this  contest  was  initiated  so  soon 
after  the  entry  was  made,  and  as  there  is  no  evidence  reflecting  u|)Od 
the  entryman's  good  faith  in  the  matter  of  ** breaking''  or  cultivating, 
and  no  testimony  tending  to  show  fraud,  I  feel  disinclined  to  cancel  it. 
I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  rule  that  on  questions  of  fact  the  concurring 
decisions  of  the  local  and  (xeneral  Land  Office  are  generally  accepted  as 
conclusive,  but  this  case  does  not  come  within  that  principle,  for  as  a 
matter  of  law,  under  the  interpretation  placed  upon  said  act  by  this 
department  when  this  entry  was  made,  it  should  be  upheld. 

Having  considered  the  case  fully,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  contest 
should  be  dismissed  and  the  entry  allowed  to  stand,  subject  to  com- 
pliance with  the  law,  and  the  entryman  be  allowed  a  reasonable  timo 
within  which  to  comply  therewith  by  growing  and  cultivating  tree^ 
upon  tillable  land  of  said  tract,  and  if  he  fails  in  this  regard,  his  entrj 
should  be  canceled. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


RAILROAD  ORA?^T—INDE>fXTTV— ORDER  OF  MAY  28,  1883, 

Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  v,  John  O.  Miller. 

(On  Review.) 

Indemnity  can  only  be  selected  in  lion  of  a  Hection,  or  part  of  a  section,  lost  in  place, 
and  the  basis  for  sach  selection  mnst  be  specifically  designated,  and  shown  t-o  be 
excepted  from  the  grant  before  indemnity  can  bo  allowed ;  and  the  rights  of  set- 
tlers can  only  be  ascertained  and  protected  by  the  enforcement  of  this  rule. 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28,  1883,  did  not  contemplate  the  selection  of  lands 
subject  to  settlement  without  designating  the  basis  therefor,  but  was  applicable 
only  to  such  lands  as  were  protected  by  withdrawal. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Comniissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

November  13,  1890. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  has  filed  a  motion  for  re- 
view of  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  July  1,  1890,  (11  L.  R,  ^} 
affirming  the  decision  of  your  office  of  September  16, 1885,  rejecting  the 
selection  of  said  company  of  the  SB.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  NB.  J  of 
the  SB.  J,  Sec.  19,  T.  131  N.,  R.  40  W.,  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota. 

The  land  in  controversy  is  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  St.  Vauh 
Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railroad  Company,  which  was  definitely 
located  opposite  the  tract  in  question  December  20, 1871,  and  is  also 
within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Oompany> 
and  was  embraced  in  a  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  this  company? 
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which  was  received  at  the  local  office  January  6, 1872.  At  both  of  said 
dates  the  land  was  covered  by  the  pre-emption  declaratory  statement 
of  Jens  Anderson,  which  excepted  it  from  the  grant  to  the  first  named 
company,  and  also  from  the  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  l^orthern 
Pacific  Company. 

On  January  30, 1884,  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  applied  to  select 
this  land,  but  no  specific  tract  was  designated  as  a  loss  for  which  the 
indemnity  was  claimed.  The  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  of- 
fice, and  the  company  appealed. 

On  April  8, 1884,  John  O.  Miller  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of 
the  tract. 

The  selection  of  the  company  was  rejected  by  the  Department  in  the 
decision  now  sought  to  be  reviewed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  right  to 
select  a  particular  tract  as  indemnity  cannot  be  recognized,  if  the  loss 
for  which  the  indemnity  is  claimed  is  not  specifically  designated. 

The  company  asks  for  a  review  of  this  decision  upon  the  following 
grounds : 

Ist.  That  said  appllcatioa  to  select  was  filed  January  30,  1884,  and  w<u  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  it  being  In  accordance  with  his  instruc- 
tions  May  28,  1883  (copy  enclosed),  directly  applicable  to  this  company's  grant. 

2ud.  That  upon  the  issue  of  the  circular  of  your  Department  of  August  4,  1885  (4 
L.  D.,  90),  this  company  CDdeavored  to  comply  therewith,  and  has  designated  the 
lands  lost  Mn  place,' and  for  which  indemnity  selectious  had  been  made,  and  sup- 
posed it  had  made  such  designation  for  all  lands  selected,  and  that  it  is  only  an  over- 
sight  that  no  land  was  designated  for  the  tract  here  in  dispute. 

3rd.  That  your  said  circular  of  August  4,  18S5,  does  not  declare  selections  of  indem- 
nity lands  unaccompanied  by  designation  of  lost  lauds,  illegal,  but  only  directs  that 
no  new  selections  shall  be  admitted  until  the  losses  for  those  already  made  shall  be 
specified. 

4th.  That  the  company  not  having  been  originally  in  default,  but  being  clearly 
within  the  instructions  of  the  Secretary,  its  selection  or  application  to  select  is  not 
iJlegalf  and  should  not  be  canceled,  but  that  the  company  should  be  permitted  to 
designate  a  loss  therefor. 

Conceding,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  this  selection  was  made  in 
accordance  with  the  instructions  of  May  28,  1883, 1  do  not  see  why  it 
should  affect  the  rights  of  Miller,  which  must  be  determined  by  the  act 
making  the  grant.  Indemnity  can  only  be  selected  in  lieu  of  some  sec- 
tion or  part  of  section  lost  in  place,  and  the  basis  for  such  selection  must 
be  specifically  designated  and  shown  to  be  excepted  from  the  grant  be- 
fore  the  right  to  indemnity  can  be  exercised.  While,  as  between  the 
government  and  the  company,  the  practical  effect  would  be  the  same, 
where  indemnity  was  allowed  in  bulk  for  an  equivalent  quantity  of  land 
lost  in  place,  as  where  indemnity  was  allowed  tract  for  tract,  yet  the 
individual  rights  of  the  settler  can  only  be  ascertained  and  protected 
by  the  latter  mode. 

Where  lands  are  settled  upon  which  have  been  selected  by  the  com- 
pany in  lieu  of  an  equivalent  quantity  of  lands,  without  designating  the 
particular  basis  for  each  tract,  and  part  of  the  basis  should  from  any 


430  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO    THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

caase  be  disallowed,  it  would  be  impossible  to  determine  which  of  the 
selections  should  be  rejected  and  which  retained.  The  rights  of  the  set- 
tler in  cases  where  the  lands  were  subject  to  settlement  at  date  of  the 
company's  selection  would  be  materially  affected  by  any  rule  that  did 
not  require  the  selection  to  be  made  tract  for  tract  and  the  basis  spe- 
cifically designated,  so  that  his  rights  as  against  the  company  might  be 
definitely  determined. 

But  the  selection  in  this  instance  is  not  in  my  opinion  protected  by 
the  order  of  May  28, 1883,  as  that  order  did  not  contemplate  the  selec- 
tion of  lands  subject  to  settlement  by  merely  listing  the  lands,  with- 
out designating  the  basis,  but  was  intended  to  be  applicable  only 
to  such  lands  as  were  protected  by  the  withdrawal.  The  purpose  of 
the  order  is  expressed  in  the  first  paragraph,  to  wit:  '^  to  open  for  set- 
tlement as  speedily  as  possible  all  the  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Company,  not  actually  required  to 
supply  the  lands  lost  in  place  within  the  granted  limits." 

Now,  as  lands  not  subject  to  the  withdrawal  were  already  opened  to 
settlement  at  date  of  said  order,  it  could  not  have  been  intended  that 
such  lands  should  be  simply  listed  as  selections,  without  designating 
the  specific  basis,  because  no  purpose  could  be  accomplished  by  such 
listing,  and  such  selection  could  not  have  accomplished  the  purpose  of 
the  order  or  facilitated  the  restoration  to  settlement  of  lands  within  the 
indemnity  limits,  for  the  simple  reason  that  such  lands  had  already  been 
restored. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  va- 
lidity of  the  selection  is  subject  to  attack  by  the  settler,  and  that  it  is 
not  protected  by  the  order  of  May  28,  1883. 

The  motion  is  denied. 


BAILBOAD  GRANT-CONFLICTING  ENTRY -CERTIOBARI. 

Forney  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 

The  erroneous  allowance  of  an  entry  forlan^  included  within  the  limits^of  a  railroad 
grant  cannot  divest  the  right  of  the  company  under  its  grant. 

The  writ  of  certiorari  will  be  denied  if,  from  the  application  therefor,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  applicant's  appeal  if  before  the  Department  would  be  dismissed. 

Acting   Secretary    Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  November  13,  1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yonr  letter  of  thedd  instant,  transmitting  an  appli- 
cation for  certiorari  by  Wm.  Q.  Forney  in  the  case  of  said  Forney  t?. 
Union  Pacific  railway  company,  involving  the  B.  ^  NB.  J  SW.  J,  NE.  J, 
and  SB.  J  NW.  J,  Sec.  5,  T.  17  N.,  R.  84  W.,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming. 

It  appears  that  in  1880  Forney  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
pajd  tract  apd  tljat  the  local  officers,  being  in  donbt  ^  to  wUet}^^  tho 
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tract  was  within  the  withdrawal  for  said  company,  forwarded  the  ap- 
plication to  your  office  for  instructions.  Tour  office  by  letter  of  April 
7,  1886,  advised  the  local  office  that  the  official  diagram  showed  the 
tract  to  be  outside  of  the  withdrawal.  The  entry  was,  accordingly,  al- 
lowed.   Claimant  alleged  settlement  in  1880. 

By  letter  of  April  4, 1889,  your  office  directed  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry  for  conflict  with  the  railroad  grant.  Notwithstanding  this  direc- 
tion the  local  officers,  apparently  acting  on  the  former  instructions, 
allowed  the  entryman  to  make  flnal  proof,  and  issued  certificate. 

In  February,  1890,  the  local  officers  called  attention  to  the  conflict  in 
the  instructions,  and  your  office  thereupon,  on  February  10, 1890,  re- 
quested the  company  to  relinquish  its  claim  in  favor  of  Forney.  The 
company  responded  that  the  tract  had  been  sold  to  a  third  party,  and 
suggested  that  Forney  might  be  able  to  reach  a  satisfactory  agreement 
with  the  purchaser. 

On  March  8,  1890,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers  to  notify  For- 
ney of  the  result  of  the  correspondence,  and  that  pending  his  action  in 
the'  matter  the  order  of  cancellation  would  be  suspended. 

Forney  was  notified,  but  failed  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  pur- 
chaser. On  June  30, 1890,  more  than  ninety  days  having  elapsed,  your 
office  canceled  the  entry. 

By  letter  of  September  1, 1890,  the  local  officers  forwarded  the  appeal 
of  Forney.  On  September  26, 1890,  your  office  dismissed  the  appeal 
for  the  reason  that  Forney  had  never  appealed  from  the  order  of  can- 
cellation of  April  4, 1889,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  he  had  not 
availed  himself  of  the  opportunity  of  negotiating  with  the  purchaser  of 
the  tract. 

Forney  then  filed  the  present  application. 

The  diagram  on  file  in  your  office  shows  this  tract  to  be  within  the 
limits  of  the  withdrawal  for  said  company,  made  on  the  filing  of  the 
map  of  definite  location  on  January  G,  1868.  Forney  does  not  allege 
any  right  prior  to  1880,  nor  does  he  allege  that  the  tract  was  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal,  by  any  other  claim.  The  record 
therefore  shows  the  right  of  the  company  was  superior.  The  erroneous 
allowance  of  the  entry  by  your  office  cannot  divest  the  right  of  the 
company  under  the  statute. 

Passing  other  questions,  the  case  here  presented  is  fully  met  by  the 
rulings  of  the  Department  that  the  writ  of  certiorari  will  be  denied  if, 
from  the  application  therefor,  it  is  apparent  that  the  applicant's  appeal 
if  before  the  Department,  would  be  dismissed.  A.  B.  Cook  (11  L.  D., 
78) ;  Rudolph  Wurlitzer  (0  L.  D.,  316). 

Oa  the  authority  of  these  cases  the  application  is  denied. 
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BIGHT  OF  WAY  ACT-PROOF  OF  OBGANIZATION. 

Montana  and  VVyoming  Eastebn  B.  R.  Co. 

An  application  for  the  benefit  of  the  right  of  way  act  can  not  be  approved  in  the 
absence  of  dae  proof  showiug  the  organization  of  the  company  under  its  ineorpo- 
ration. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  Messrs,  Thompson  aiid  SIoAcTj  Ifovemkr 

15, 1890. 

Yoar  letter  of  yesterday  enclosing  a  certified  copy  of  the  articles  of 
incorporation  of  the  Montana  and  Wyoming  Eastern  Railroad  Com- 
pany, together  with  a  certified  copy  of  the  law  of  Montana  relating  to 
the  incorporation  of  railroad  companies,  and  under  which  the  ooinpaiiy 
named  was  incorporated,  has  been  received. 

The  papers  have  been  examined  and  are  found  to  be  in  proper  form 
so  far  as  they  have  been  supplied  by  the  company.  It  is  observed,  how- 
ever, that  there  are  yet  lacking  certain  of  the  required  due  proofs  of 
organization,  which  must  be  supplied  before  the  papers  are  acceptable 
to  the  Department,  viz : 

First  5  The  copy  of  articles  is  not  certified  to  by  the  proper  officer  of 
the  company  under  its  corporate  seal ; 

Second  ;  The  official  statement,  under  seal,  by  the  proper  officer  that 
the  organization  has  been  completed ;  that  the  company  is  fully  author- 
ized to  proceed,  etc.,  etc.,  and 

Third ;  A  true  list,  under  oath,  signed  by  the  president,  under  seal 
of  the  company,  showing  the  names  and  designation  of  officers. 

Explanatory  of  the  failure  of  the  company  to  supply  the  omissions 
noted  above,  there  are  with  the  papers  two  affidavits  made  by  Mr.  D. 
8.  Wade,  to  the  effect  that  the  company  is  a  body  corporate,  that  all 
necessary  steps  are  being  taken  to  perfect  its  organization,  that  the  or- 
ganization has  been  completed  as  fas  as  possible  under  the  Montana 
law  and  further  that  it  is  intended  to  at  once  consummate  the  organi- 
zation. 

It  is  understood  ffom  these  affidavits  that  at  the  present  time  the  or- 
ganization of  the  company,  under  its  charter,  has  not  been  completed, 
but  that  all  has  been  done  that  can  be,  to  that  end,  till  stock  subscrip- 
tion books  have  been  opened  after  thirty  days  notice,  and  thereafter  » 
meeting  of  stockholders  has  been  held  after  another  thirty  days  notice, 
which  acts  are  lequired  by  law. 

The  right  of  way  act  provides,  in  its  first  section,  that  its  benefit  can 
be  secured  by 

any  railroad  company  duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  any  State  or  Territory,  ex- 
cept the  District  of  Colnmbia,  or  by  the  Congtess  of  the  United  States,  which  0^^'' 
have  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  copy  of  its  articles  of  tnooipor^^^^i 
and  dae  proofs  of  organizatton  under  the  si^me,  etc.  (18  Stat.,  4€2). 
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As  evidenced  by  the  affidavits  filed,  the  coinpaDj  is  not  yet  organ- 
ized under  it«  incorporation,  and  its  good  intention  to  so  organize  can- 
not be  accepted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  company  the  standing  of 
a  beneficiary  under  the  right  of  way  act,  in  place  of  the  plain  require- 
ments of  both  the  law  and  the  regulations  thereunder.  The  intent. of 
the  company  to  supply  the  defects  in  the  future  does  not  warrant  the 
Department  in  accepting  incomplete  papers. 

That  portion  of  the  law  and  regulations  in  regard  to  due  proofs  of  or- 
ganization was  intended  for  the  protection  of  the  Department,  particu- 
lary  as  an  evidence  of  bona  fides  on  the  part  of  railroad  companies,  and 
in  no  instance  have  the  requirements  in  this  regard  been  deviated  from 
with  respect  to  companies  organized  under  the  Montana  law  or  under 
those  of  any  other  State  or  Territory.  Exception  cannot  now  be  made 
iu  favor  of  the  Montana  and  Wyoming  Eastern  Railroad  Company,  as 
such  action  would  not  be  just  to  companies  heretofore  accepted  as  bene- 
ficiaries under  the  right  of  way  act,  and  might  be  used  as  a  precedent 
by  companies  applying  for  future  recognition. 

The  papers  are  therefore  returned  herewith.  On  being  re-submitted 
in  the  required  and  complete  form  they  will  be  duly  considered. 


\ 


PRACTICE— NOTICE— SERVICE  BY  PUBLICATION. 

BuasEE  r.  Cosby. 

Notice  by  pablication,  defective  for  want  of  .copy  by  registered  letter,  is  not  made 
good  by  subseqaeutly  mailing  such  notice,  without  new  posting  and  publication. 

IHrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  September  11,  1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Henry  Bugbee  from  your  of&ce  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary 23, 1888,  dismissing  the  proceedings  upon  his  contest  against  the 
homestead  entry  of  Hiram  H.  Cosby  made  ovember  16, 1882,  for  the 
SW.  i,  Sec.  7,  T.  100  N.,  K.  65  W.,  Yankton,  Dakota,  and  remanding 
the  case  "  for  rehearing  after  due  and  proper  notice." 

Notice  of  hearing  on  said  contest  to  be  had  at  the  local  office  Febru- 
ary 9, 1887,  was  made  by  publication  and  a  copy  thereof  was  posted  in 
the  local  office  and  on  the  land. 

On  the  day  fixed  for  hearing,  Bugbee  filed  an  affidavit  setting  forth 
that  his  attorney  had  failed  to  send  said  notice  to  Cosby  by  registered 
mail  and  asking  a  continuance  ^^to  enable  him  to  give  said  notice 
legally." 

Thereupon  March  29, 1887,  (at  the  local  office)  was  duly  designated 
as  the  date  of  hearing  and  on  the  same  day  (February  9,  1887)  notice 
thereof  was  sent  to  Cosby  by  registered  mail,  but  such  notice  was  neither 
published  nor  posted. 

Bugbee  appeared  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  last  mentioned  and  sub- 
mitted testimony  and  Cosby  made  default. 
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The  local  office  recommended  the  caacellation  of  the  eatry  in  qaes- 
tion.  By  the  decision  appealed  from  year  office  found  that  as  ^'  no  alias 
notice  was  issued  "  the  local  office  erred  in  allowing  the  contestant  to 
proceed  on  the  original"  notice. 

Bugbee's  first  notice  of  contest  was  irregular  for  the  reason  that  it 
was  not  sent  by  registered  mail.  Eule  14  of  practice.  Watson  v. 
Morgan  et  ah  (9  L.  D.,  75).  This  being  so  the  publication  and  XDOSting 
of  his  second  notice  were  essential  to  its  legality. 

I  must  therefore  find  that  no  leg  al  notice  has  been  issued  upon  Bug- 
bee's  contest  and  that  the  local  officers  were  consequently  without  juris- 
diction in  the  premises.    Watson  v.  Morgan  et  al.^  supra. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


CIRCULAR-SETTLERS  ON  RAIIiROAD  LANDS- 

Depabtment  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washingtanj  D.  C,  November  1, 1890. 
Begmsters  and  Receivers, 

United  States  Land  Offices. 
Sirs: 

Your  attention  is  called  to  an  act  of  Congress  entitled  ^<  an  act  to 
amend  an  act  entitled  '  an  act  for  the  relief  of  settlers  on  railroad  lands,' 
approved  June  twenty-second,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-four," 
approved  August  29, 1890,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembledf  That  the  i)rivilege6  grantee!  by  the  aforesaid  act  approved  June 
tweDty-second,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-four,  are  hereby  extended  (subject  to  tlie 
provisos,  limitations,  and  restrictions  thereof)  to  all  persons  entitled  to  the  right  of 
homestead  or  pre-emption  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  who  have  resided  upon 
and  improved  for  five  years  lands  granted  to  any  railroad  company,  but  whose  entries 
or  filings  have  not  for  any  cause  been  admitted  to  record. 

It  appears  to  be  the  intention  of  this  bill  to  enlarge  the  class  of  cases 
in  which  relinquishment  by  the  company  will  be  permissible  under  the 
act  of  June  22,  1874  (18  Stat.,  194),  by  removing  the  requiremciit  that 
an  entry  or  filing  should  have  been  allowed,  tbus  aiding  the  adjust- 
ment  of  claims  growing  out  of  settlements  made  upon  railroad  lands 
subsequent  to  the  attachment  of  the  rights  of  the  companies  under  the 
grants. 

Upon  the  filing  of  a  relinquishment  under  this  act,  it  being  showu 
that  the  person  in  whose  favor  it  is  made  is  entitled  to  the  right  of 
homestead  or  pre-emption,  and  has  resided  upon  and  improved  the 
land  for  a  period  of  five  years,  you  will  permit  entry  to  be  made  as  Id 
the  case  of  other  public  lauds,  it  being  held  by  this  Department  that  a 
relinquishment  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874,  releases  the  land  from 
all  claim  of  the  company,  and  it  thereby  becomes  subject  to  disposal 
under  the  general  land  laws  (6  L.  D,,  716  ^  7  h.  D.,  481). 
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Lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  a  grant  do  not  afford  a  basis 
for  relinqaishment  and  selection  under  this  act  (10  L.  D.,  50 ;  Ibid.j  609), 
and  your  acceptance  of  a  relinquishment  does,  not  amount  to  an  ap- 
proval of  the  selection  base<l  thereon  (8  L.  D.,  472),  as  a  relinquishment 
confers  no  right  upon  the  company,  if  the  land  covered  thereby  was,  in 
f»ct,  excepted  from  the  grant  (10  L.  D.,  264). 

The  relinquishment  may  be  made  by  a  simple  waiver  of  claim  when 
the  land  has  not  been  certified  or  patented  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
company;  but,  when  title  has  passed,  formal  reconveyance  will  be 
required. 

This  act  is  not  mandatory  upon  the  companies,  and  confers  no  right 
upon  the  settler  as  against  the  company  in  the  absence  of  a  relin- 
quishment. 

It  simply  provides  a  mode  of  adjustment  dependent  upon  the  vol- 
untary action  of  the  companies,  and  it  Is  hoped  that,  by  a  liberal  and 
mutual  spirit  of  compromise  and  concession,  the  benefits  intended  for 
the  settler  may  be  made  available. 

Kespeclfully, 

W.  M.  STONE, 
Approved :  Acting  GainmisHoner, 

Geo.  Chandler, 

Actifig  Secretary. 


CIRCULAR-SETTLERS  ON  NORTUERX  PACIFIC  INDEMNITY  LANDS. 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  November  7, 1800. 
Begistebs  and  Receivers, 

United  States  Land  Offices. 
Gentlemen  : 

Your  attention  is  called  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress  entitled 
"  An  act  for  the  relief  of  settlers  on  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  indemnity 
lauds,"  approved  October  1, 1890,  copy  of  which  is  attached,  containing 
two  sections. 

By  the  first  section  of  the  act  the  right  is  given  to  those  persons  who, 
after  August  15, 1887,andbeforeJanuary  1, 1889,8ettled  upon,  improved, 
and  made  final  proof  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws,  for 
lands  within  what  is  known  as  the  second  indemnity  belt  of  the  grant 
for  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  to  transfer  their  entries  to  any  other 
vacant  government  land  they  may  select,  in  compact  form,  and  subject 
to  entry  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws,  and  to  receive  final 
certificates  and  receipts  therefor,  in  lieu  of  the  entries  heretofore  made 
in  said  second  indemnity  belt,  provided  the  transfer  be  made  within 
twelve  months  from  the  passage  of  the  act. 

In  case  of  the  death  of  any  person  so  entitled,  the  transfer  may  be 
made  by  his  legal  representative. 
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The  right  given  is  personal  and  can  not  be  transferred,  nor  can  the 
transfer  provided  for  in  the  act  be  made  through  the  intervention  of  an 
agent  or  attorney ;  further,  no  transfer  will  be  approved  by  the  land 
department,  except  where  the  proof  made  upou  the  original  entry  shows 
a  satisfiaiCtory  compli«(nce  with  law  in  the  matter  of  residence  and  im- 
provement. 

When  application  is  made  to  make  s  nch  transfer  to  lauds  in  your 
district,  yon  will  require  the  applicant  to  make  affidavit  as  to  the  facts 
in  relation  to  his  former  entry,  and  whether  he  has  received  the  return 
of  the  fees  and  commissions,  or  purchase  money,  paid  upon  said  entry ; 
and  in  the  event  that  he  has  received  such  return,  you  will  require  that 
he  make  payment  anew  for  the  land  to  which  the  transfer  is  made. 

The  second  section  i)rovides  for  a  similar  transfer  within  one  year 
from  the  passage  of  the  act  where  persons,  posses  sing  the  requisite 
qualifications  under  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  laws,  in  good  faith 
have  settled  upon  and  improved  lands  in  said  second  indemnity  belt, 
having  made  filing  or  entry  of  the  same,  and  for  any  reason  otherwise 
than  voluntary  abandonment,  failed  to  made  proof  thereon.  The  entry 
or  filing  must  have  been  allowed  within  the  time  specified  in  section  one. 

In  making  proof  upon  the  tract  to  which  the  transfer  is  made,  credit 
will  be  given  for  the  period  of  bona  fide  r  esidence  and  amount  of  im- 
provements made  upon  the  tract  heretofore  entered  or  filed  for  in  said 
second  indemnity  belt ;  but  final  entry  will  not  be  permitted  except 
upon  proof  of  continuous  residence  upon  the  land  to  which  the  transfer 
is  made  for  a  perio  d  of  not  less  than  three  months  prior  to  the  making 
of  proof. 

When  application  is  made  for  transfer  under  this  section,  you  will 
require  that  the  party  make  affidavit  as  to  the  facts  relative  to  the 
former  entry  or  filing,  and  where  the  fees  and  com  missions  paid  thereon 
have  been  returned,  it  will  be  necessary  that  he  make  payment  anew 
before  the  allowance  of  the  transfer. 

Said  affidavit  must  be  corroborated  by  at  least  two  witnesses  having 
knowledge  in  relation  to  the  party's  residence  and  improvement  upon 
the  land  from  which  the  transfer  is  sought,  and  should  satisfactorily 
show  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  law  to  the  extent  claimed, 
as  the  same  will  necessarily  form  a  part  of  the  final  proof  for  the  land 
to  which  the  transfer  is  made. 

The  corroborating  affidavits  may  be  made  before  any  officer  author- 
ized to  administer  oaths. 

Final  payment  upon  entries  and  filings  transferred  under  this  section 
will  be  made  as  under  existing  laws. 
Very  respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Grofp, 

Approved :  Commissioner. 

Geo.  Chandler, 
Acting  Se^yretary, 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS.  437 

[PtT«Lic-No.  ;U4.] 
An  Act  for  the  relief  of  settlers  on  Northern  Pooiflo  Kailroad  indemnity  IadcIh. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepreeentativee  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled,  That  those  persons  who,  after  the  fifteenth  day  of  Angust,  in  the 
year  of  onr  Lord  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty -seven,  and  before  the  first  day  of  Jan- 
uary, in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-uine,  settled  npon,  improved,  and 
ma<le  final  proof  on  lands  in  the  so-called  second  indemnity  belt  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company's  grant  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  la>V8  of  the 
United  States,  or  their  heirs,  may  transfer  their  said  entries  from  said  tracts  to  snch 
other  vacant  surveyed  government  laud  in  compact  form  and  in  legal  subdivisions, 
subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws,  as  they  may  select,  and 
receive  final  certiiicates  and  receipts  therefor,  in  lien  of  the  tracts  proved  up  on  in 
said  belt  by  the  respective  claimants  :  Provided,  That  snch  transfer  of  entry  shall  be 
made  and  completed  within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act, 
and  be  so  made  in  person  by  the  claimant,  or  in  case  of  death  by  his  legal  represent- 
ative, and  without  the  intervention  of  agent  or  attorney. 

Sec.  2.  That  all  persons  possessing  the  requisite  qualifications  under  the  pre- 
emption or  homestead  laws,  who  in  good  faith  settled  upon  and  improved  land  in 
said  second  indemnity  belt,  having  made  filing  or  entry  of  the  same,  and  for  any 
reason,  other  than  voluntary  abandonment,  failed-  to  make  proof  thereon,  may,  in 
lien  thereof  within  one  year  after  the  passage  of  this  act  transfer  their  claims  to  any 
vacant  surveyed  government  land  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  or  pre- 
emption laws,  and  make  proof  therefor  as  in  other  cases  provided ;  and  in  making 
snch  proof  credit  shall  be  given  for  the  period  of  their  bona  fide  residence  and  amount 
of  their  improvements  upon  their  respective  claims  in  the  said  indemnity  belt,  the 
same  as  if  made  upon  the  tract  to  which  the  transfer  is  made:  Provided,  That  no 
final  entry  shall  be  permitted,  except  upon  proof  of  continuons  residence  upon  the 
laud,  the  subject  of  snch  new  entry,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  months  prior 
thereto.  Payment  for  said  final  selection  shall  be  made  as  under  existing  laws.  The 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  carried  into  eftect  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Approved  October  1, 1890. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— PROCEEDINGS  ON  FINAL  PROOF. 

Southern  Pacific  K.  R.  Co.  r.  Oonnifp. 

In  procee<lings  under  the  protest  of  a  railroad  company  against  the  final  proof  of  a 
settler,  the  qualifications  of  such  settler  at  date  of  settlement  will  be  presumed 
on  appeal,  in  the  absence  of  any  allegation  to  the  contrary  in  the  protest. 

Where  the  company  in  such  a  case  does  not  in  its  i)rotebt  raise  any  question  as  to  the 
settler's  citizenship  at  date  of  settlement  it  will  not  be  heard  to  do  so  on  appeal. 

The  existence  of  a  valid  settlement  claim  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the 
operation  of  a  subsequent  withdrawal. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  CommiHsioyier  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

November  13, 1890. 

I  have  considered  tbe  case  of  tbe  Southern  Pacific  Bailroa:!  Com- 
pany V.  Michael  Conniff,  as  presented  by  tbe  appeal  of  said  company 
from  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated  September  27,  1888,  holding  for 
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cancellation  its  selection  of  the  SVV  J  of  Sec.  25,  T.  4  N.,  R.  21  W.,  San 
Bernardino  meridian,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

The  land  in  question  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  of 
March  3,  1871  (16  Stats.,  573-579),  the  withdrawal  of  which  became 
effective  on  May  10,  1871. 

On  Jaly  20, 1883,  Gonniff  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No. 
2440  for  the  S  W  i  of  Sec  25,  T.  4  N.,  R.  21  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles, 
Oalifomia. 

On  October  3, 1887,  the  Sonthem  Pacific  Railroad  Company  selected 
all  of  said  section  in  lien  of  Sec.  19,  T.  2  K,  R.  15  W.,  which  was  within 
the  primary  limits  of  said  grant. 

On  August  15,  1887,  said  order  of  withdrawal  was  revoked,  and  on 
October  7,  same  year,  the.  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  were  re- 
stored to  entry. 

Gonniff  alleges  that  he  first  made  proof  in  support  of  his  claim  iu 
January,  1885,  at  which  time  the  company  appeared  and  filed  its  pro- 
test. Said  proof  having  been  lost,  new  proof  was  required  and  made. 
The  company  filed  its  protest  against  the  allowance  of  said  proof,  alleg- 
ing seven  specific  grounds  of  objection,  which  may  be  condensed  as 
follows :  (1)  that  said  land  was  within  the  limits  of  said  withdrawal, 
and  that  said  order  of  revocation  was  and  is  null  and  void ;  (2)  that 
said  company  made  said  selection  as  aforesaid,  ^^  and  the  title  thereto 
is  in  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company ;"  (3)  that  said  company 
"  will  be  obliged  to  contest  the  said  application  of  Michael  Connift 
through  the  various  departments  of  the  Land  Department  of  the  United 
States,  and,  if  defeated  therein,  will  be  forced  to  prosecute  its  claims 
for  said  piece  of  land  in  the  federal  courts  of  the  United  States  and 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  order  that  the  proper 
adjudication  of  its  rights  in  the  premises  may  be  determined  for  all 

time  to  come and  that  said  application  has  not  been 

made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  provisions  of  section  2267  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  and  that,  by  reason  thereof,  said  Conniff  has  for- 
feited all  right  thereto." 

It  thus  appears  that  in  said  protest  no  question  was  raised  by  the 
company  that  said  Conniff  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  date  of 
settlement,  or  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,'  or  had  not 
filed  his  intention  to  become  such  at  date  of  said  settlement  and  at  the 
date  of  said  withdrawal. 

The  final  proof  shows  that  said  Conniff  was  ^*a  naturalized  citizen  of 
the  United  States ;"  that  he  first  settled  on  said  land  on  January  1 
1871,  built  a  house,  twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  a  stock  corral,  cleared  some 
land  of  brush,  and  fenced  and  plowed  a  portion  of  the  land  and  raised  a 
crop  of  hay;  that  his  improvements  are  worth  $150;  that  he  has  con- 
tinuously resided  upon  said  land  and  made  the  same  his  home,  since  the 
date  of  his  said  settlement.  With  his  said  proof  was  filed  his  certificate 
of  naturalization,  issued  on  July  20, 1875,  by  the  judge  of  the  county 
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court  of  Ventura  coanty,  California,  which  recited,  among  other  things, 
that  ^'  the  said  applicant  has  heretofore,  and  more  than  two  years  since, 
and  in  due  form  of  law  declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.'^ 

It  thus  affirmatively  appears  from  the  record  that  Gonniff  was  a 
qualified  pre-emptor  when  he  filed  said  declaratory  statement,  and  it 
does  not  clearly  appear  that  Gonniff  was  not  a  qualified  settler  at  the 
date  of  settlement,  prior  to  said  withdrawal.  Moreover,  the  company 
did  not,  in  said  protest,  raise  the  question  of  Gonniff's  citizenship  at 
the  date  of  his  said  settlement,  and  it  will  not  be  heard  to  do  so  on  ap- 
peal, nor  will  the  Department  reject  his  proof,  since  it  does  not  affirm- 
atively appear  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  land.  It  is,  therefore, 
unnecessary  in  this  case  to  consider  the  question  whether  the  natu 
ralization  of  a  pre-emptor  relates  back  to  the  date  of  his  settlement 
so  as  to  defeat  the  indemnity  withdrawal. 

The  record  shows  that,  prior  to  the  selection  by  the  company,  Gonniff 
was  a  qualified  pre-emptor  and  his  filing  was  then  of  record :  that  the 
company  appeared  and  offered  no  objection  to  his  qualifications  to  make 
said  settlement  on  the  date  alleged,  and  it  will  therefore  be  assumed, 
on  appeal,  that  Gonniff  was  a  qualified  settler  prior  to  said  withdrawal, 
on  the  date  of  his  alleged  settlement. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  decision  of  your  office  holding  said  se- 
lection for  cancellation  was  correct,  and  the  decision  appealed  from  to 
that  effect  must  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  affirmed. 


PRACTICE    SERVICE  OE  NOTICE— RESIDENT  ATTORNEY 

Peterson  v.  Fort. 

The  time  within  which  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioaer  mnst  be 
filed  begins  to  ran  from  the  date  that  service  is  first  made,  whether  it  be  npon 
the  party  himself  or  npon  his  attorney,  either  local,  or  resident  in  Washington. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

November  13,  1890. 

Catharine  Peterson  files  this  application,  praying  that  the  record  in 
the  above  stated  case  may  be  certified  to  the  Department  under  rules 
83  and  84  of  Bules  of  Practice.  Said  application  presents  the  follow- 
ing case : 

On  October  1 ,  1889,  your  office  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  of  Cath- 
arine Peterson  v.  George  W.  Fort,  rejecting  the  final  preemption  proof 
of  said  Peterson  for  the  B.  J  of  the  N  W.  i,  NW.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  Sec.  20, 
and  NB.  J  of  the  NB.  J,  Sec.  19,  T.  32  N.,  R.  15  W.,  Niobrara,  Nebraska, 
and  allowing  the  homestead  entry  of  George  W.  Fort  for  said  tract ;  that 
on  December  28^  1889,  the  applicant,  by  her  said  attorney,  filed  in  the 
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Gonoral  Land  Office  an  appeal  from  said  decision,  which  your  office  de- 
clined to  transmit  to  the  Department,  for  the  reason  that  ^^  it  was  not 
filed  within  sixty-one  days  from  the  date  of  the  decision." 

The  applicant  contends  that  under  the  rale  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Boggs  T.  West  Las  Animas  Townsite,  5  L.  D.,  and  in  King  v.  Leitens- 
dorfer,  2  L.  D.,  374,  the  time  for  filing  such  appeal  did  not  expire  until 
on  or  about  January  6, 1870,  or  seventy  days  from  the  day  when  notice 
of  the  decision  was  mailed  by  the  local  officera. 

In  the  letter  of  ypur  office  of  January  10, 1890,  declining  to  transmit 
said  appeal,  it  is  stated  that  '<  said  appeal  is  denied  under  rules  86  and 
97  of  practice.'' 

Eule  86  is  as  follows: 

Notice  of  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner's  decision  mast  be  filed  in  the  GJeneral 
Land  Officci  and  served  on  the  appellee  or  his  counsel  within  sixty  days  from  the  date 
of  the  service  of  notice  of  such  decision. 

Eule  97  provides  that: 

Fifteen  days,  exclusive  of  the  day  of  mailing,  will  be  allowed  for  the  transuiisaion 
of  notices  and  papers  by  mail,  except  in  ca«e  of  notice  to  resident  attorneys,  when 
one  day  will  be  allowed. 

m 

It  is  not  stated  in  the  application  wh^n  or  how  notice  of  the  decision 
of  your  office  of  October  24, 1889,  was  served,  but  from  the  fact  that  it 
was  decided  under  rule  97,  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  service  was  made 
on  the  resident  counsel  in  this  city. 

The  rule  that  the  time  for  filing  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner's 
decision  does  not  expire  until  after  seventy  days  from  date  of  notice, 
only  applies  where  notice  of  said  decision  is  sent  through  the  mails  by 
the  local  office.  This  was  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Boggs  v.  West  La^ 
Animas  Townsite,  supra.  The  case  is  not  controlled  by  that  ruling,  for 
the  reason  that  this  notice  was  not  sent  through  the  local  office,  bnt 
was  served  on  the  resident  counsel  in  Washington.  In  the  former  case, 
the  time  allowed  for  appeal  i&  controlled  by  rule  87,  but  in  the  latter  case 
it  is  controlled  by  rule  97.  It  is,  however,  contended  by  counsel  that 
rule  87  is  made  applicable  to  this  case  by  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  King 
V,  Leitensdorfer,  2  L.  D.,  374.  This  was  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner, 
in  which  it  was  held  that,  where  notices  of  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner is  served  on  resident  attorneys  in  Washington,  and  also  by  the 
local  office  on  the  party  or  his  local  attorney,  the  time  for  appeal  will 
commence  to  run  from  date  of  the  latter  service.  Also  to  the  same  effect 
is  another  decision  by  the  same  Commissioner:  that  of  Eoach  v.  Myers 
et  al,  1  L.  D.,  464. 

This  construction  of  the  rule,  which  is  not  evolved  from  any  sound 
principle  or  process  of  reasoning,  has  not  been  followed  by  the  Depart- 
ment ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  reverse  has  been  the  ruling.  (Case  of 
John  G.  Parker,  Lands  and  Railroad  Div.,  Vol.  70,  page  3). 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  that  service  may  be  made  upon  either  the 
party  in  interest  or  his  attorney,  and  service  upon  the  attorney  is  sufii- 
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cient  service  upon  the  party.  It  is  also  a  well  settled  rnle  that  where 
there  are  several  attorneys  of  record,  service  upon  any  one  of  them  is 
salEBcient  service  to  bind  the  client.  Rale  106,  Bales  of  Practice; 
Thomas  Howard,  3  L,  D.,  409;  George  Premo,  9  L.  D.,  70;  Thomas  O. 
Cook,  10  L.  D.,  324.  Now,  if  service  upon  either  of  the  attorneys  of 
record  "will  be  deemed  notice  to  the  party  in  interest,  it  mast  neces- 
sarily follow  that  the  time  within  which  the  appeal  mast  be  filed  com- 
mences to  run  from  the  date  that  service  is  first  made,  whether  it  be 
iiI>on  the  party  himself,  or  upon  his  attorney,  either  local,  or  resident 
in  Washington. 
The  petition  is  denied. 


MINING  CLAIM— RES  JUDICATA— MINERAL  LAND. 

Searle  Placer. 

A  departmental  decision  that  land  is  mineral  in  character  docs  not  preclude  subse- 
quent investigation,  on  the  part  of  the  Department,  as  to  the  character  of  such 
land,  as  the  Department  retaius  jurisdiction  to  consider  and  determine  the  char^ 
acter  of  land  claimed  under  the  mineral  laws  until  deprived  thereof  by  the  issu- 
ance of  patent. 

A  placer  application  will  not  be  allowed  if  the  evidence  does  not  show  as  a  present 
fact  the  placer  character  of  the  land  involved. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office,  November  13,  IS'JO. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  A.  D.  Searle  from  yoar  office  decision  of  March 
6, 1886,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  mineral  entry  for  the  Searle 
placer  claim,  amended  snrvey  No.  435,  Leadville,^Colorado. 

His  original  application  was  filed  Jnly  5,  1879,  for  150.02  acres.  By 
the  pending  application  filed  March  10,  1882,  his  claim  was  rednced  to 
101,918  acres,  thereby  exclading  certain  conflicting  lode  claims. 

It  appears  from  the  statements  of  yoar  office  that  prior  to  the  original 
application  the  connty  jadge  having  applied  on  behalf  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  North  Leadville  to  enter  the  land  as  a  townsite,  a  hearing  was 
ordered  to  determine  its  character  and  the  priority  of  right,  that  npon 
the  evidence  addaced  yoar  office  decided  in  favor  of  Searle,  and  that 
on  appeal,  this  Department  on  April  17,  1880  (7  G.  L.  O.,  36),  affirmed 
that  decision  and  held  that  the  surveyor  general's  retarn  as  to  the  min- 
eral character  of  the  land  had  not  been  overcome.  The  townsite  appli- 
cation was  accordingly  dismissed. 

Sabseqaently,  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent  of  yoar  office  and  the 
representation^  of  certain  residents  of  Leadville,  alleging  among  other 
things  that  the  groand  was  not  placer,  the  Department,  December  27, 
1882,  finding  a  "great  doubt  whether  or  not  the  groand  claimed  is 
more  valuable  for  placer  mining  than  for  other  puriwses  "  ordered  a 


442  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

bearinf]^  to  ascertain  the  cbaractcr  of  the  land  and  the  8tatas  of  all  ex- 
isting claims  and  interests  and  suspended  all  prior  orders  and  proceed- 
ings. 

Upon  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  hearing  had  (November,  18S3),  in 
puTsaanoe  of  the  above  order  the  local  officers  found  that  the  land  was 
not  distinctively  valuable  for  placer  mining  and  that  the  same  had  not 
been  improved  as  required  by  law  and  recommended  the  rejection  of 
the  pending  application. 

On  Searle's  appeal  from  this  ruling,  the  same  was  affirmed  by  your 
said  office  decision  of  March  G,  1886. 

In  his  appeal  here  he  alleges  that  the  question  as  to  the  character  of 
the  land  became  res  adjudicata  by  reason  of  the  action  of  the  Depa^^ 
ment  (7  C.  L.  O.,  36,  supra)  upon  the  former  hearing. 

This  contention  is  disposed  of  adversely  to  him  by  the  departmental  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Valentine  (11.  L.  D., 
238),  wherein  it  was  held  (p.  246),  that  the  Land  Department  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  ascertain  and  determine  what  lands  were  subject  to  the  railroad 
grant  (from  which  mineral  land  was  expressly  excepted)  and  that  such 
jurisdiction  continues  *^  until  the  lands  have  been  either  patented  or  cer- 
tified to,  or  for  the  use  of,  the  railroad  company." 

The  matters  touching  the  merits  of  the  case  are  sufficiently  stated  by 
your  office  in  the  decision  appealed  from  and  reference  is  had  thereto. 

It,  will  therefore  be  quite  nnnecessary  for  me  to  comment  in  detail, 
upon  the  voluminous  testimony  submitted  in  this  case. 

It  is  the  rule  of  the  department  that  the  *<  first  care  in  recognizing  an 
application  for  patent  upon  a  placer  claim  must  be  exercised  in  deter- 
mining the  exact  classification  of  the  lands,"  which  are  sought  to  be 
acquired  as  such.    (Sec.  1,  Circular  September  22,  1882, 1  L.  D.,  685.) 

The  testimony  produced  at  the  rehearing  had  before  the  local  officers 
in  November,  1883,  althongh  confiicting  in  its  character,  I  think  by  a 
fair  preponderance,  establishes  the  fact  that  continued  prospecting  for 
several  years  failed  to  disclose  in  any  appreciable  quantity,  the  pres- 
ence of  valuable  placer  mineral  in  the  claim  or  to  establish  as  a  ^'  pres- 
ent facf  within  the  meaning  of  section  2329,  R.  S.,  the  "  placer  ^  char- 
acter of  the  land.  Peirano  et  ah  v.  Pendola,  10  L.  D.,  536.  It  further 
appears  that  while  the  appellant  has  constructed  some  ditches  on  the 
tract,  he  ha^  brought  no  water  thereon  and  that  the  work  on  the  claiin 
consisted  mainly  in  making  a  considerable  number  of  shafts  with  the 
view  to  the  discovery  of  "lodes"  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  "placer'' 
development 

The  testimony  was  taken  before  the  register  and  receiver,  who  saw 
and  heard  the  witnesses  on  the  stand,  observed  their  demeanor  and 
could  judge  therefrom  who  is  most  worthy  of  credit.  . 

Their  joint  opinion  is  accordingly  entitled  to  special  consideration. 
Kelly  V.  Halvorson  (6  L.  D.,225) ;  Morfey  v.  Barrows  (4  L.  D.,  135). 

In  accordance  therefore  with  the  views  heretofore  expressed,  I  mast 
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find  that  no  snfficieiit  warrant  is  shown  for  disturbing  the  concnrring 
decisions  of  the  local  and  yoar  office,  which  under  like  circumstances  are 
generally  accepted  by  this  Department  as  conclasive.  Chichester  v. 
Allen  (9  L.  D.  302) ;  Oonly  v.  Price  (id.,  490).  Cleveland  v.  North,  11 
L.  D.,  344. 
The  judgment  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


BAILBOAD  GRAXT— PRE-EMPTION  FILING— SETTLEMENT?  CLAIM. 

KOETHEBN  PAOrPIO  E.  R.  CO.   V.  MARSHALL. 

A  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing  of  record^  at  date  of  statutory  withdrawal  on 
general  roate,  excepts  the  laud  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  such  with- 
drawal. 

A  claim  based  on  settlement,  residencei  and  cultivation,  existing  at  the  date  when 
the  grant  becomes  effective,  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commimoner  of  the  General  Land  Of- 

ficcy  November  15, 1890. 

With  your  letter  of  October  9, 1889,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of  the 
]^orthern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  from  your  office  decision  of  April 
9th  of  that  year,  wherein  you  hold  that  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  29,  T.  1  8.,  E. 
1  W.,  Bozeman,  Montana,  is  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant 
to  said  company,  by  act  of  July  2, 18G4  (13  Stats.,  365).  It  appears 
from  the  record  that  on  June  5, 1885,  Ira  M.  Marshall  made  homestead 
entry  of  said  tract.  That  the  land  is  within  the  granted  limits  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company.  The  withdrawal  of  the  odd  num- 
bered sections  for  the  benefit  of  which  became  effective  February  11, 
1872,  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  general  route.  The  line  of  road  op- 
posite the  land  in  question  was  definitely  located  July  6, 1882,  and  the 
right  of  the  company  is  held  to  have  attached  at  that  date. 

When  the  land  was  withdrawn  from  market,  it  was  occupied  by  one 
Jerome  Bishop,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who  had  filed  a  declara- 
tory statement  for  the  tract  January  29,  1872.  He  built  a  house  and 
bam,  and  cultivated  about  twelve  acres  to  wheat  in  1871,  and  cut  forty 
or  fifty  acres  of  grass  in  the  year  1872.  He  also  dug  an  irrigating  ditch 
and  extended  it  through  the  land  the  same  year.  Bishop  lived  on  the 
claim  until  the  fall  of  1873,  when  he  sold  his  possessory  right  to  Alonzo 
Gillam,  who  was  a  single  man,  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States.  Gillam  occapied  the  tract  until  the  spring  of 
1874,  when  he  sold  the  improvements  to  the  defendant  for  $500,  and  he 
has  been  in  possession  of  the  tract  since  that  date,  cultivating  and  im- 
proving the  same  every  year. 

On  the  31st  day  of  May,  1881,  Marshall  appeared  at  the  local  land 
office  and  applied  to  file  on  the  land.  He  was  informed  by  the  receiver, 
John  y.  Bogert,  that  the  tract  belonged  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
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Company.  Snbseqnciitly,  MarsliJill  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land, 
as  above  set  out,  and  on  March  15,  1886,  after  publication  and  postiug 
of  notice,  he  made  his  final  homestead  proof  and  final  certificate  was 
duly  issued. 

From  the  above  it  will  be  seen  that  the  unexpired  filing  of  Bishop, 
prima  facie  valid  at  date  of  the  statutory  withdrawal  on  general  route, 
excepted  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  said  with- 
drawal. Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Stovenour,  10  L.  D., 
645,  and  the  land  was  continuously  occupied  and  cultivated  thereafter. 
At  date  of  definite  location  of  the  road  it  was  occupied  and  claimed  by 
Marshall,  whose  settlement,  residence  and  cultivation  served  to  except 
it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  the  company.  Northern  Pacific 
E.  R,  Co  V.  Anrys,  10  L.  D.,  258. 

For  these  reasons  your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


BAILllGAD  GRANT— SETTLEMENT  CLAIM. 

NoBTHEEN  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder. 

An  allegation,  made  by  an  applicant  for  a  tract  of  land  within  thelimits  of  a  railroad 
grant,  tuat  said  tract  is  excepted  from  the  grant  by  reason  of  a  settlement  claim 
will  be  investigated  by  the  Department,  even  though  such  action  may  not  inure 
to  the  benefit  of  the  applicant. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  iJie  Commissioner  of  tJie  Oeneral  Land  Office^ 

November  17,  1890. 

On  July  28, 1890,  the  Department  rendered  a  decision  in  the  above- 
stated  ease,  directing  the  cancellation  of  the  homestead  entry  of  Wilder 
for  the  E.  i  of  the  N W  J,  the  S W.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  NW.  i  of  tbe 
SE.  i,  Sec.  31,  T.  15  N.,  R.  17  E.,  North  Yakima,  Washington,  holding 
that  said  tract  passed  to  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant. 

Your  office  rejected  the  claim  of  the  company  and  allowed  the  home- 
stead entry  of  Wilder,  for  the  reason  that  the  land  was  excepted  from 
the  operation  of  the  withdrawal  of  Jane  11, 1879,  on  filing  of  map  of 
amended  general  route  (even  if  there  was  authority  for  such  with- 
drawal), by  the  unexpired  pre-emption  filing  of  one  Thomas  Chambers, 
made  March  2,  1877,  alleging  settlement  February  22, 1877,  which  re- 
mained of  record  May  24, 1884,  the  date  of  filing  the  map  of  definite 
location,  and  excepted  said  tract  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

This  ruling  was  reversed  by  the  decision  of  the  Department  aforesaid 
upon  the  ground  that  the  filing  of  Chambers  had  expired  at  date  of 
definite  location,  and,  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  that  the  claim  was 
still  subsisting  and  maintained  at  date  of  definite  location,  it  may  b^ 
presumed  that  it  had  been  abandoned. 
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Wilder  now  files  amotion  for  review  of  said  decision,  upon  the  follow- 
ing grounds: 

I.  That  by  mistake  the  local  land  officers  at  the  said  land  office  where  said  homestead 
filinu^  was  offered  docUaed  to  take  proof  of  the  contimioas  residence  and  cnltiyation 
of  said  laud  since  the  year  1877,  which  excepts  said  land  from  the  ^raut  to  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

II.  That  said  Wilder  acted  nnder  the  direction  and  nnder  the  advice  of  said  local 
land  officers,  and  did  notthns  produce  any  testimony  as  to  the  residence  of  Thomas 
J.  Chambers,  whose  filing  was  then  of  record  in  said  land  office  and  of  said  Wilder's 
succession  to  the  rights  of  Chambers  and  of  Wilder's  continuous  residence  and  cul- 
tivation of  said  land. 

The  motion  is  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  the  claimant  and  four 
other  witnesses,  to  the  effect  that  said  laud  was  occupied  and  claimed 
by  the  said  Chambers  from  the  time  of  his  alleged  settlement  up  to 
about  April,  1880,  when  he  sold  his  improvements  to  Wilder,  who  con- 
tinued to  improve  and  occupy  the  tract  from  that  time  to  the  present; 
also  that  the  claimant  offered  to  make  such  proof  before  the  local 
officers,  who  declined  it,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  unnecessary,  as  the 
:filing  of  record  excepted  the  tract. 

Independent  of  the  rights  of  Wilder,  if  such  a  claim  by  a  qualified 
homesteader  existed  at  date  of  definite  location,  it  excepted  the  tract 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  upon  information  of  the  existence 
of  such  facts  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  investigate  it, 
whether  it  would  inure  to  the  benefit  of  Wilder,  or  not. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  of  July  28, 1890,  is  therefore  modified, 
and  you  will  order  a  hearing,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  land  was  so  occupied  and  claimed  at  date  of  definite  location,  and 
upon  the  testimony  taken  at  said  hearing  you  will  re-adjudicate  the 
case. 


BAIIiHOAD  GRANT^-PRE-EMPTrON— PUBLIC  OFFERING. 

Central  Pacifio  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Edward  L.  Taylor. 

The  pre-euiptiye  right  is  not  defeated  by  the  failare  of  the  settler  to  make  proof  and 
payment  for  the  land  covered  by  his  claim  prior  to  a  day  erroneously  appointed 
fortbepiiblicotreriug  thereof,  where  sach  tract,  on  the  discovery  of  the  error,  is 
subsequently  withheld  from  sale. 

Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Orr,  2  L.  D.,  535,  overruled. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the   Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office,  November  17,  1890. 

A  motion  to  review  and  reverse  the  departmental  decis  on  of  Jnne  25, 
1890,  in  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v,  BdwardL. 
Taylor,  is  now  before  me  for  consideration. 

The  case  arose  on  the  application  of  Taylor  to  make  homestead  entry 
of  the  fractional  NE  J  and  N  i  of  the  SE  J  Sec.  25,  T.  10,  N.,  R.  7  E.,  M. 
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D.  M.,  Sacramento  land  district,  California,  which  is  within  the  limits 
of  the  grant  of  Joly  1, 1862  (12  stat,  489),  to  said  company.  The  de- 
cision referred  to  states  that,  at  the  time  the  maps  of  designated  rente 
and  definite  location  were  filed,  June  30, 1862,  and  March  24, 1864,  res- 
pectively, the  tract  was  covered  by  the  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment of  Greorge  Auztt,  filed  Jnne  17,  1857,  alleging  settlement  May 
loth,  previous;  and  that  said  filing  remained  intact  upon  the  records 
until  August,  1885,  when  it  was  canct^led  upon  a  hearing  had  upon  the 
application  of  the  railroad  company.  It  was  further  stated  that,  though 
said  tract  was  included  in  the  land  described  in  the  proclamation  of  tbe 
President  as  land  to  be  offered  for  sale  at  Mary  viiie  on  February  14, 
1859,  yet  the  records  of  the  General  Land  Office  show  that  the  lands  in 
the  township,  in  which  said  tract  is  located,  were  witheld  from  sale  in 
accordance  with  official  information  received  from  the  surveyor-general, 
stating  that  they  were  covered  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  private  land 
claims.  On  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  held  in  said  decision  that  the  tract 
in  question,  being  unoffered  land,  was  covered  at  the  date  of  the  filing 
of  both  maps,  by  an  unexpired  pre-emption  filing  intact  upon  tbe  record, 
which,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Departments,  excepted  said  tracts 
from  the  operation  of  the  railroad  grant,  and  therefore  that  the  applica- 
tion of  Taylor  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same  should  be  allowed. 
In  the  motion  to  review  and  reverse  said  decision,  the  facts  as  stated 
are  substantially  admitted,  but  it  is  said  in  behalf  of  the  company  that 
the  fact  that  said  land  ^^  was  not  offered  for  sale  "  is  not  material,  inas- 
much as — 

It  was  proclaimed  to  be  offered  on  and  after  a  certain  day,  and  the  law  nays  if  the 
settler  fails  to  make  his  proof  and  payment  before  the  day  appointed,  the  pre-emption 
law  shall  not  be  available ;  that  is,  he  shall  have  no  pre-emption  right  by  reason  of 
his  settlement  before  that  day. 

It  is  therefore  insisted  that,  as  Auztt  failed  to  make  his  proof  and 
payment  before  February  14, 1859,  the  day  "  appointed '^  for  offering 
said  tract  for  sale,  his  pre-emption  claim  then  and  there  expired  and 
could  not  serve  thereafter  to  except  said  tract  from  the  railroad  grant 

The  legislation  of  Congress  bearing  upon  this  question  is  to  be  found 
in  two  acts. 

By  section  14  of  the  preemption  act  of  September  4, 1841  (5  Stats., 
453-7),  it  is  provided : 

And  he  it  further  enacted.  That  this  act  shall  not  delay  the  sale  of  any  of  the  pablio 
lands  of  the  United  States  beyond  the  time  which  has  been,  or  may  be,  appointed  by 
the  proclamation  of  the  President,  nor  shall  the  provisions  of  this  act  be  availsble 
to  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  fail  to  make  the  proof  and  payment,  and  filo  tlie 
affidavit  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  commencement  of  the  sales  as  aforesaid. 

By  the  last  clause  of  section  9  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1843  (5  Stats., 
619-21),  it  is  declared: 

And  said  act  shall  not  be  so  construed  as  to  preolndo  any  person  who  may  ^^^^ 
filed  a  notice  of  intention  to  claim  any  tract  of  land  by  pre-emption  under  said  sot, 
from  the  right  allowed  by  law  to  others  to  purchase  the  same  by  private  entry  a^^ 
the  expiration  of  the  right  of  pre-em^3tion. 
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In  relation  to  the  construction  of  a  statnte,  it  was  said  by  the  sn- 
preme  conrt  in  the  case  of  Heydenfelt  v.  Daney  Gold,  etc.,  (93  U.  S., 
634-38): 

We  are  not  to  look  at  any  single  phrase  in  it,  bnt  to  its  whole  scope,  in  order  to 
arrive  at  the  intention  of  the  makers  of  it.  ''It  is  better  always,"  says  Judge  Shars- 
wood,  'Uo  adhere  to  a  plain  common-sen  so  interpretation  ofthe  words  of  a  statute, 
than  to  apply  to  tbem  refined  and  technical  rules  of  grammatical  construction/' 
Cryger's  Eatate,  65  Penn.  St.  312.  If  a  literal  interpretation  of  any  part  of  it  would 
operate  unjustly,  or  lead  to  absurd  results,  or  be  contrary  to  the  evident  meaning  of 
the  act  taken  as  a  whole,  it  should  be  rejected.  There  is  no  better  way  of  discovering 
its  true  meaning,  when  expressions  in  it  are  rendered  ambignous  by  their  connection 
with  other  clauses,  than  by  considering  the  necessity  for  it,  and  the  causes  which  in- 
duced its  enactment. 

Followinp^  the  rule  thus  laid  down,  there  ought  to  be  bnt  little  diffi- 
culty in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  on  the  point  presented. 

Prior  to  1841  the  settled  policy  of  Congress  was  to  dispose  of  the  pub- 
lic lands  by  public  and  private  sales  in  quantities  to  suit  purchasers. 
The  passage  of  the  act  of  September  4, 1841,  was  the  first  legislative 
action  in  the  direction  of  a  change  to  the  present  beneficeut  policy  of 
distributing  the  public  domaiu  among  the  people  as  homes  for  the  home- 
less. This  legislation  was  apparently  only  tentative,  for  while  the  pub- 
lic lands  were  thereafter  to  be  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  entry,  the 
policy  of  selling  them  was  adhered  to ;  the  settler  was  permitted  to 
acquire,  by  his  inhabitancy  and  improvements,  only  a  preferred  right 
to  purchase  the  lands  when  sold.  Bnt  this  preferred  right  was  not  to 
interfere  with  the  cherished  policy  of  public  sales  at  stated  intervals. 
If  any  of  the  lands  advertised  for  sale  were  occupied  by  settlers,  unless 
they  availed  themselves  before  the  day  of  sale  of  the  right  of  pre-emp- 
tion, acquired  by  settlement  and  improvement,  it  would  be  forever  lost, 
and  the  lands  would  be  ofiered  first  at  public  sale,  and  if  not  sold  there- 
after became  subject  to  private  sale.  Hence  the  passage  of  the  four- 
teenth section  as  quoted.  Its  great  purpose  as  declared  by  its  language, 
is  to  provide  that  the  preemption  right  conferred  by  the  act  ^<  shall  not 
delay  the  sale  ''of  public  lauds  beyond  the  time  appointed.  So  that  if 
it  was  thought  expedient  to  sell  any  portion  of  the  public  lands,  a  pre- 
emption claimant  by  bare  assertion,  without  full  compliance  with  the 
requirement  of  the  law,  should  not  indefinitely  delay  or  defeat  the  sale. 
This  is  the  apprehended  evil  which  section  fourteen  was  intended  to 
prevent,  and  only  this.  There  is  no  known  rule  of  law  which  would 
justify  this  Department  in  extending  the  provisions  of  that  section  be- 
yond the  obvious  purpose  for  which  it  was  enacted.  To  hold,  when  a 
day  had  been  erroneously  "appointed''  for  the  offering  of  this  tract  for 
sale,  which  appointment  was  revoked  or  abandoned  by  the  authority 
making  it,  because  of  the  discovery  of  the  error,  that  the  settler  was 
obliged  to  make  payment  and  proof  before  that  day  or  forfeit  his  one 
preemptive  right,  would  be,  in  ray  opinion, making  the  law  applicable 
to  a  condition  of  affairs  beyond  its  declared  purpose,  and  obviously  be- 
yond its  purview* 
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No  good  reason  is  suggested  why  a  forfeitare  should  be  enforced 
auder  such  circumstances,  the  only  one  suggested  being  that,  the  let- 
ter of  the  law  says  payment  is  to  be  made  before  (he  day  ^^  appointed," 
and  a  day  once  appointed  is  always  appointed.  Concede,  for  the  sake 
of  argument,  that  there  is  room  for  such  a  contention,  how  could  Aoztt, 
the  pre-emptor  in  this  case,  have  complied  with  the  requirement  to  make 
proof  and  payment  prior  to  the  day  appointed?  The  land  in  question 
was  reported  by  the  surveyor  as  being  covered  by  certain  private  land 
claims  and  consequently,  under  the  law,  it  was  reserved  firom  sale  and 
entry  until  the  final  adjudication  of  those  claims. 

Now  if,  under  these  circumstances,  Anztt  had  gone  to  the  local  land 
Oj%ce  and  oifered  to  make  proof  and  payment,  as  it  is  contended  was  his 
duty  to  do,  the  officers  would  not,  and,  under  the  law,  coald  not,  have 
received  either,  or  given  him  a  final  certificate  or  permitted  his  entry, 
because  of  said  reservation ;  or,  if  they  bad  done  so,  their  action  would 
have  been  not  merely  irregular  but  absolutely  null  and  void,  as  tbeland 
was  then  placed  by  law  outside  of  their  jurisdiction.  Nor  would  a  mere 
offer  on  the  part  of  the  pre-emption  claimant  to  make  the  proof  and  a 
tender  by  him  of  the  price  of  the  land,  to  the  register  and  receiver, 
have  availed  him,  in  this  instance,  if  we  are  to  adopt  the  theory  of  the 
company  and  follow  the  letter  of  the  law ;  for  the  language  applies, 
without  qualification,  under  that  theory,  to  any  one  who  ^'  shall  fail  to 
mcike  proof  and  payment"  by  the  day '^  appointed."  If  the  statute  is  to 
be  construed  literally,  without  regard  to  its  purpose  and  sense,  in  the 
one  instance,  it  must  be  so  construed  in  the  other.  We  would  then  have 
a  relentless  and  unbending  requirement  for  the  pre-emptor  to  make- 
not  offer  to  make,  but  successfully  and  completely  to  make  his  proof  and 
payment  by  the  day  named,  and  if  he  fail,  through  his  own  fault  or  that 
of  the  officers,  or  of  the  law  itself,  there  is  no  excuse,  he  simply  fails  to 
m  ake  the  proof  as  required  and  m  ust  abide  by  the  result.  I  can  not  bri  ug 
myself  to  believe  that  the  law  contemplated  such  ^'  absurd  results,"  or 
required  such  impossible  or  vain  things  of  the  settlers  upon  the  public 
lands,  under  penalty  of  a  forfeiture  of  their  one  pre-emptive  right. 

In  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  ».  Orr  (2  L.D., 
625),  the  construction  of  law  here  contended  for  by  the  company's 
attorney  seems  to  have  been  adopted.  But  my  convictions  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  construction  placed  by  me  upon  the  statute  are  so 
clear  and  strong  that  I  find  myself  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusion 
arrived  at  in  that  case,  but  am  compelled  to  disregard  and  overrule  it 
as  an  authority  in  that  respect. 

Entertaining  these  views,  the  motion  for  review  is  denied. 
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PBOCEEDIKGS  ON  FINAL  PROOF-PREEMPTION. 

Basket  v.  Canon  bt  al. 

One  who  has  filed  a  declaratory  statement  for  a  tract  and  submitted  final  proof  there- 
for, is  nnder  no  obligation  to  protest  against  the  final  proof  of  another  who  sub- 
sequently initiates  a  claim  for  said  land  and  oflfers  proof  thereon. 

Final  proof  should  not  be  submitted  for  land  involved  in  a  pending  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  ITovemher  18, 1890. 

On  July  11, 1885,  Alban  B.  Gaoon  filed  Osage  declaratory  statement 
No.  2817  for  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  14,  T.  32  8.,  R.  22  W.,  Garden  City,  Kan- 
sas,  alleging  settlement  thereon  June  7,  of  that  year. 

On  October  21,  1885,  Joseph  B.  Hasket  filed  Osage  declaratory  state- 
ment No.  3729,  for  the  E.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  W.  J  of  the  NE.' J,  said 
section,  alleging  settlement  June  24,  of  that  year. 

Canon  published  notice  that  he  would  make  his  final  proof  on  De- 
cember 24, 1885,  and  on  that  day  Hasket  filed  his  protest  against  the 
same. 

Canon  submitted  his  proof,  after  which  several  witnesses  were  exam- 
ined, touching  the  residence  and  improvements  of  both  Canon  and 
Hasket. 

The  hearing  was  closed  on  April  15, 1886,  and  on  May  27, 1887,  the 
register  and  receiver  held  that  '^  Canon's  proof  be  accepted."  Hasket 
duly  appealed,  and  on  March  30,  1889,  yon  rendered  your  opinion, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  for  rejection  the 
final  proof  of  Hasket  as  to  the  W.  J  of  the  NE.  ^  of  Sec.  14,  being  in 
conflict  with  Canon's  filing.    Your  said  opinion  further  states : 

I  find  npon  examination  of  the  tract  books  that  yon  have  allowed  one  Joseph 
Swords  to  enter  the  E.  \  of  the  NE.  \  of  See.  14,  and  the  S.  \  of  the  SE.  i  of  Seo.  11, 
T.  32  8.,  R.  22  W.,  and  have  issued  a  receipt  and  final  certificate  to  him  under  Osage 
cash  entry  No.  6821,  application  No.  4144,  and  dated  Febrnary  24,  1887,  alleging  set- 
tlement Jnne  8,  1886.  As  the  above  entry  conflicts  with  Canon's  filing  as  to  £.  ^  of 
the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  14,  I  hold  it  as  regards  said  tract  for  cancellation,  sabject  to  appeal. 

Hasket  did  not  appeal,  but  appears  to  have  filed  his  relinquishment 
of  the  W,  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  said  section,  on  receiving  notice  of  your 
said  decision.  Swords,  however,  appeals  from  that  part  of  your  de- 
cision above  quoted,  and  insists  that  Canon  waived  his  right  to  the 
land  and  abandoned  the  same  by  failing  to  assert  such  right  at  the  time 
Swords  made  final  proof,  an(l  that  you  have  no  jurisdiction  to  cancel  a 
prima  facie  valid  entry,  though  it  may  conflict  with  a  prior  uncompleted 
adverse  filing. 

This  position  is  not  well  taken.  Canon's  filing  being  first  in  time,  he 
was  under  no  obligations  to  protest  against  the  final  proof  of  Swords, 
whose  filing  and  settlement  on  eighty  acres  of  the  land  were  made  sub- 
sequent to  the  submission  of  Canon's  final  proof.  Moreover,  Swords 
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knew  that  Oanon's  filiug  embraced  eighty  acres  of  the  land  in  his  filiog. 
He  went  upon  the  land  with  the  fnll  knowledge  that,  if  Ganon's  final 
proof  should  be  accepted,  he  conld  not  procare  this  eighty  acres  under 
his  filing.  He  made  no  protest  against  Ganon's  final  proof,  and  most 
have  depended  on  Hasket  to  secure  the  cancellation. 

The  contest  between  Hasket  and  Ganon  was  in  progress  at  the  time 
Swords  made  his  filing,  and,  while  it  specifically  applied  to  the  W.  i  of 
the  I^E.  4  of  Sec.  14,  yet  it  also  involved  the  whole  of  the  KE.  ^  of  said 
sectiou,  and  postponed  the  acceptance  of  the  final  proof  of  Ganon. 
Hasket's  charge  against  Ganon  went  to  the  latt^r's  good  faith,  so  that 
the  filing  and  final  proof  of  Swords  were  made  during  the  pendency  of 
a  contest,  involving  part  of  the  land  embraced  in  his  filing. 

Final  proof  should  not  be  submitted  during  the  i)endency  of  a  con- 
test. Eule  of  Practice  53,  4  L.  D.,  43 ;  Bailey  v,  Townsend,  5  L.  D., 
176 ;  Wade  v.  Sweeney,  6  L.  D.,  234 ;  Lewis  Peterson,  8  L.  D.,  121. 

Your  said  office  decision,  holding  for  cancellation  Swords' entry  as  to 
the  E.  i  of  the  NE.  ^  of  said  section,  is  affirmed,  and  Gaaon's  final 
proof  will  be  accepted. 


PRE-EMPTION  claim;    BESIBENCB 

Samuel  G.  Haveb. 

To  establish  residenoe  there  mnst  be,  concurrent  with  the  act  of  settlement,  an  intent 
to  make  the  land  a  home  to  the  exclusion  of  one  elsewhere. 

The  fitness  of  the  land  as  a  place  of  permanent  abode,  the  period  of  inhabitancy,  and 
the  claimant's  relation  to  the  land  afber  final  proof,  may  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing whether  the  claim  of  residence  is  made  in  good  faith. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  19, 1890. 

•  ^^ 

On  Jaly  28,  1885,  Sainael  G.  Haver  made  pre-emptioD  cash  entry 

based  upon  declaratory  statement  filed  Jane  10, 1884,  alleging:  settle- 
ment the  5th  of  the  same  month  upon  the  NE.  ^  of  Sec.  21,  T.  12  S.,  S* 
77  W.,  Leadville,  Golorado. 

By  letter  dated  July  6, 1888,  your  oflSce  finding  that  Haver's  pub- 
lished notice  of  intention  to  make  final  proof  did  not  '^  properly  describe 
the  land  involved  "  and  that  said  proof  did  not  satisfactorily  show  tbe 
<* claimant's  good  faith  or  compliance  with  legal  requirement"  required 
him  to  make  within  ninety  days  new  proof  '^  after  due  advertisement'' 

Such  new  proof  having  been  transmitted  by  register's  letter  dated 
October  29,  1888,  your  office  on  November  16,  following  found  the  same 
to  be  insufficient  and  held  the  said  entry  for  cancellation. 

From  this  action  Haver  appeals  to  this  Department 

It  appears  from  his  original  pre-emption  proof  made  July  25, 1885, 
before  the  judge  of  the  Park  county  courts  that  Haver  was  the  head  of 
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a  family  consisting  of  his  wife  and  three  children ;  that  he  made  settle- 
ment on  the  land  June  5, 1S84,  by  laying  a  foundation ;  that  his  resi- 
dence thereon  established  June  10, 1884,  was  continuous,  that  the  alti- 
tude of  the  land  being  too  great  for  farming  he  neither  broke  nor  culti- 
vated any  part  thereof  but  used  the  same  for  grazing  and  that  he  has 
built  thereon  a  house  fourteen  by  eighteen  feet  valued  by  himself  at 
ninety  and  by  his  witnesses  at  fifty  dollars. 

In  his  new  proof  (new  form)  made  October  27, 1888,  before  the  county 
judge  both  Haver  and  the  witnesses  thereto,  who  appear  to  be  the 
same  persons  who  testified  in  support  of  his  original  proof,  (old  form), 
in  reply  to  the  various  questions  concerning  Haver's  residence  on  the 
land  simply  r^fer  to  the  general  and  affirmative  statements  made  by 
them  in  such  original  proof.  The  said  new  proof  sets  out  that  in  ad- 
dition to  the  house  mentioned,  Haver  has  constructed  on  the  land  two 
iiTigating  ditches,*  each  one-quarter  of  a  mile  in  length,  a  log  stable 
twelve  by  fourteen  feet,  a  cattle  corral  and  horse  pasture ;  that  his  said 
improvements  have  a  total  value  of  |I55,  that  the  altitude  of  the  land 
is  nine  thousand  feet,  that  it  ''is  mostly  on  the  open  range  and  used  by 
all  having  stock  on  that  range,"  and  that  after  making  final  (original) 
proof  Haver  conveyed  the  land  to  ''  a  small  cattle  company "  in  which 
he  was  the  principle  owner. 

It  further  appears  from  the  affidavits  of  Haver  and  ot  four  others, 
made  in  September,  1890,  and  filed  daring  the  pendency  of  the  appeal 
here,  that  the  land  is  valueless  for  agriculture,  that  it  is  some  three 
miles  from  the  nearest  habitation,  that  by  reason  of  the  springs  thereon 
and  its  "  sheltered  "  location  its  chief  value  was  for  ''  a  drinking  place 
and  good  headquarters  for  range  stock,"  that  Haver's  wife  and  children 
lived  with  him  on  the  land  during  the  summer  of  1884  for  about  two 
months,  after  which,  owing  to  his  wife's  delicate  health,  they  stayed  in 
Denver  until  May  or  June,  1885,  when  they  returned  to  the  land  and 
continued  to  live  thereon  until  the  ''close  of  the  summer,"  that  Haver, 
who  during  the  greater  part  of  the  winter  of  1884  and  1885,  when 
'^elsewhere  working  for  wages  as  a  rider  and  stockman"  visited  the 
tract  occasionally  to  look  after  his  stock ;  that  (as  he  avers)  Haver 
'  took  this  land  up  in  good  faith  for  a  headquarters  for  a  small  individ- 
ual stock  enterprise  of  his  own  and  intended  to  keep  it  as  such ; "  that 
he  did  not  change  such  intention  "  till  at  or  after  the  taking  of  his  first 
final  proof  when  the  president  of  the  company  with  which  he  was  con- 
nected ....  learning  of  it,  questioned  the  propriety  ofa  rival,  though 
small,  cattle  business  being  conducted  in  the  same  part  of  country  by  a 
member  of  the  company;"  and  that  upon  consideration  the  said  com- 
pany offered  Haver  a  fair  price  for  the  land  which  he  accepted. 

The  foregoing  shows  that  the  land  is  undesirable  as  a  place  of  resi- 
dence and  valuable  only  as  an  appurtenant  to  a  stock  range.  This  and 
his  limited  inhabitancy  considered  in  connection  with  Haver's  subse- 
quent sale  (and  evident  abandonment)  of  the  land  which  seems  to  have 
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been  made  about  the  time  of  his  first  proof  shows,  I  think,  that  his 
settlement  thereon  was  not  made  with  the  intention  of  making  the 
same  his  permanent  abode.  To  establish  residence  there  mast  be  con- 
cnrrent  with  the  act  of  settlement  or  going  upon  the  land  an  intent  to 
make  it  a  home  to  the  nnqaalified  exclnslon  of  one  elsewhere.  Albert 
H.  Oomwell  (9  L.  D.,  340). 

The  circumstances  attending  Haver's  occnpancy  of  the  land  showing 
his  said  settlement  to  have  been  made  with  no  snch  intention,  bat 
rather  with  a  view  to  securing  the  same  as  ^*  headquarters  for  a  small 
individual  stock  enterprise,"  through  a  colorable  compliance  with  the 
law,  I  must  find  that  his  entry  has  been  properly  held  for  cancell  ation. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


RESERVATION— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS-IXNAL  PROOF. 

ETNIEB  V.  ZOOK. 

Acts  of  Bettlement  on  land  held  in  reseryation  confer  no  right  against  the  goyemment 
bnt  may  be  considered  in  determining  the  priorities  of  snbseqaeat  claimants. 

A  pre-emption  filing  for  land  coyered  by  the  prior  homestead  entry  of  another  should 
not  be  allowedi  unless  the  superior  right  of  the  pre-emptor  is  established  on  a  hear- 
ing had  for  that  purpose. 

Final  proof  shonld  not  be  submitted  during  the  pendency  of  an  action  inyolyingthe 
right  of  the  claimant  tu  the  land  in  question. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  19, 1890. 

The  case  of  Mary  J.  Etnier  v.  Elhanan  Zook  is  here  on  api)eal  of  the 
latter  from  joar  office  decision  of  Jane  8, 1889. 

The  record  is  in  some  respects  imperfect,  and  the  proceedings  in  the 
local  office  irregnlar;  bat  I  think  enongh  can  be  gleaned  therefrom  to 
correctly  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  law  involved  therein.  The  facts  as  I  gather  them,  are  as 
follows : 

On  the  11th  of  September,  1886,  said  Zook  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  NW.i  of  the  SE.i  the  NE.  J  of  the  8 W.J,  the  SE.Jof  the  NW.J 
and  the  S  W.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  6,  T.  2  N.,  B.  62  W.,  Denver,  Colorado. 
On  the  same  day  T.  B.  Stuart  made  timber  caltare  entry  for  the  N.  ^ 
of  the  NE.  J  and  the  NE.  \  of  the  NW.  J  of  the  same  section. 

September  15, 1886,  Mary  J.  Etnier  applied  to  file  her  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  NE.  J  of  the  S  W.  J  the  E.  i  of  the  N  W.  J 
and  the  NW.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  same  section,  alleging  settlement 
thereon  August  11, 1886. 

Four  years  prior  to  these  proceedings,  namely :  Augast  21, 1882, 
said  lands  had  been  reserved  tor  artesian  well  purposes,  but  on  Jaly 
31, 1886,  the  order  of  reservation  was  revoked,  and  the  land  opened  to 
settlement  and  entry  September  11|  1886. 
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When  Etnier  applied  to  Ale  her  said  declaratory  statement,  she 
entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  Zook,  whereby  the  question 
of  her  right  to  file  for  said  tract  was  to  be  submitted  to  the  register 
and  receiver  for  their  determination  upon  affidavits  and.snch  other  evi- 
dence as  they  might  present  on  or  before  September  22, 1886.  This 
agreement  was  signed  by  Leon  F.  Moss,  as  attorney  for  Etnier,  and  T. 
B.  Stnart,  as  attorney  for  Zook.  The  said  Stnart,  although  not  a  party 
to  the  record,  has  filed  herein  an  agreement  signed  by  himself  and 
Etnier  that  his  rights  shall  be  determined  by  this  controversy. 

l^ovember  10, 1886,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  decision  thereon, 
in  which  they  say :  ^'  We  sustain  the  entries  now  of  record,  and  reject 
the  pre  emption  filing  ofi:ered  by  Mary  J.  Etnier." 

Slie  appealed,  and  on  March  21, 1887,  your  office,  by  its  letter  "  G,'' 
instructed  the  register  and  receiver  to  allow  her  declaratory  statement 
to  be  filed  as  of  date  of  presentation,  (September  15, 1886. 

May  30, 1887,  Zook  ofifered  final  proof  (commutation)  when  Etnier 
protested  against  its  allowance,  alleging  prior  rights  in  herself  by  reason 
of  her  acts  of  settlement,  improvements,  residence,  etc.,  and  asked  for 
a  hearing  thereon  and  that  such  hearing  be  had  before  a  judge  of  the 
county  court  of  Washington  county,  the  county  in  which  the  land  was 
situated,  alleging  as  a  reason  therefor  that  nearly  all  the  witnesses  for 
herself  and  Zook  resided  in  or  near  Akron,  in  said  county,  which  was 
more  than  a  hundred  miles  from  the  local  office.  This  application  was 
denied,  and  the  protest  overruled,  Zook's  proof  accepted,  and  he  was 
allowed  to  make  cash  entry  No.  7077  for  the  land  embraced  in  his 
homestead  entry. 

This  decision  was  rendered  by  the  receiver  during  the  absence  (on 
leave)  of  tiie  register.  On  his  return,  the  register  also  rendered  a  sep- 
arate opinion,  in  which  he  concurred  in  that  of  the  receiver. 

Etnier  appealed  separately  from  both  these  decisions. 

May  7, 1888,  your  office  by  its  letter  *<  H,"  suspended  Zook's  cash 
entry  and  ordered  a  hearing  on  the  protest,  at  a  time  and  place  most 
convenient  for  the  parties  concerned. 

August  1, 1888,  Zook  moved  for  a  review  of  the  Oommissioner's  de- 
cision ordering  a  hearing,  as  above.  This  motion  was  overruled  by  the 
Oommissioner's  letter  "  H  »  of  October  12, 1888. 

After  taking  depositions  before  several  officers  in  different  States, 
the  register  and  receiver,  on  March  5, 1889,  rendered  the  joint  decision, 
stating  that  ^  upon  a  full  consideration  of  all  the  testimony  which  has 
been  submitted,  we  find  no  reason  to  change  our  opinion  as  to  the  pri- 
ority of  right  of  Mr.  Zook,  or  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the'  proof 

We  therefore  sustain  the  entry  of  Mr.  Zook."  Etnier  appealed  from 
this  decision,  and  your  office,  by  its  letter  of  June  8, 1889,  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  Zook's  homestead  and  cash  en- 
tries for  cancellation  as  to  that  part  of  the  land  embraced  in  the  declara- 
tory statement  of  Etnier.  From  this  decision  Zook  now  appeals  to  this 
Department. 
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From  this  abstract  of  the  record,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  land  in  dis- 
pute between  Zook  and  Etnler  is  the  NE.  4  of  the  SW.  i  and  the  SE.  i 
of  the  NW.  i  of  said  section  5,  while  the  NB.  i  of  the  N  W.  J  and  the 
NW.  ^  of  the  NE.  ^  of  said  section  embraced  in  Etnier's  declaratory 
statement,  is  claimed  by  Stuart  under  his  timber  culture  entry,  whose 
rights  are  dependent  upon  the  result  of  this  case,  as  per  agreement 
heretofore  mentioned. 

The  homestead  entry  of  Zook  being  the  first  claim  of  record  after  the 
land  was  opened  to  entry,  reserved  the  tract  covered  thereby  from 
other  entries  or  filings,  while  the  same  remained  uncanceled.  The  de- 
claratory statement  of  Etuier,  however,  alleged  settlement  prior  to  the 
said  entry,  which  allegation  in  effect  charges,  that  the  entry  of  Zook 
was  improperly  allowed,  because  of  such  settlement.  A  hearing  was 
therefore  properly  allowed  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of  the 
parties.  (James  A.  Forward,  8  L.  D  ,  528^  James  et  al.  v,  Nolan,  5  L. 
D.,  626.) 

The  alleged  settlement  of  Etnier  was  made  while  the  land  was  not 
subject  to  entry,  it  having  been  reserved  for  artesian  well  purposes, 
and,  although  such  reservation  had  been  discontinued  in  July  of  the 
same  year,  it  was  not  opened  to  entry  until  September  11th.  While 
she  could  not  acquire  any  rights  as  against  the  government  by  her  acts 
of  settlement  while  the  land  was  so  reserved,  yet,  as  between  herself 
and  another  claimant,  priority  of  settlement  was  properly  considered. 
(Geer  v.  Farrington,  4  L.  D.,  410  j  Tarr  v.  Burnham,  6  L.  D.,  709 ; 
Roth  well  V.  Crockett,  9  L.  D.,  89  ) 

On  the  hearing  ordered  for  this  purpose  the  register  and  receiver 
rendered  a  decision,  in  which  they  sustained  'Hhe  entries  now  of  rec- 
ord ^  and  rejected  the  pre-emption  filing  of  Etnier. 

The  reasons  upon  which  this  judgment  is  based  do  not  appear  in  the 
decision,  excepf  that  it  was  rendered  "  upon  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence and  agreement  submitted.'^  The  *'  agreement  ^  referred  to  is  the 
one  heretofore  noted,  which  provided  that  the  evidence  should  be  sub- 
mitted on  or  before  September  22,  1886. 

On  appeal  by  Etnier  to  your  office,  it  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
register  and  receiver  and  returned  her  declaratory  statement,  with  di- 
rections that  it  should  be  allowed.  This,  in  effect,  wasa  judgment  can. 
celing  the  entries  of  Zook  and  Stuart,  so  far  a^  they  conflicted  with  her 
filing,  for  it  could  not  be  allowed  while  the  land  embraced  therein  was 
covered  by  their  entries.    Grove  v.  Crooks,  7  L.  D.,  140. 

But  an  examination  of  your  decision  shows  that  it  was  not  designed 
to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties,  because  it  says  ^'  these  matters 
(acts  of  settlement)  might  be  considered  in  determining  the  respective 
rights  of  the  parties,  should  either  offer  proof,  or  contest  be  regularly 
initiated  against  either  of  the  several  claims."  The  error  was  in  hold- 
ing that  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  which  alleged  settlement 
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prior  to  the  date  of  an  entry  of  record  shoald  have  been  allowed  with- 
oat  a  hearing  in  support  of  snch  allegation  of  prior  settlement. 

No  appeal  was  taken  by  Zook  from  this  judgment,  bat  on  May  30, 
1887,  he  ottered  final  proof  on  his  homestead  entry  and  asked  to  have 
it  commuted  to  cash.  Zook  failing  to  appeal  from  this  decision,  he 
must  be  considered  as  acquiescing  therein.  In  fact,  the  record  shows 
that  both  parties  followed  the  saggestions  contained  in  this  decision, 
Zook  in  offering  proof,  and  Etnier  in  protesting  against  its  acceptance 
on  the  ground  of  her  superior  rights. 

Although  these  proceedings  were  irregular  and  unnecessarily  compli- 
cated, yet,  as  all  parties  have  acquiesced  therein,  and  as  their  rights 
may  be  investigated  and  adjusted  on  the  evidence  and  record  now 
before  me,  these  errors  will  not  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
judgment  on  the  merits  ot  the  controversy. 

The  only  question  remaining  to  be  considered  then  is  as  to  which  has 
the  prior  right  to  the  land  under  the  evidence  submitted:  Zook  or 
Etnier. 

2ook's  entry  consists  of  the  four  forties  that  comer  at  the  center  of 
section  5.  Etnier  lays  no  claim  to  the  two  eastern  subdivisions  of  his 
entry,  but  disputes  his  right  to  the  NE.  i  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  8E.  ^ 
of  the  N  W.  i  of  section  6. 

The  evidence  shows  that  on  August  11, 1886,  a  month  before  the  land 
was  opened  to  entry,  each  of  these  parties  commenced  the  erection  of  a 
house  on  this  land.  Mrs.  Etnier  built  her  house  on  the  NE.  i  of  the 
SW.  J  and  Zook  on  the  NW.  Jof  the  SE.  J  of  said  section,  the  latter  subdi- 
vision, on  which  Zook  built  his  house,  is  not  claimed  by  Etnier.  Etnier 
has  lived  in  her  house  continuously  ever  since  its  completion,  about  the 
12th  or  13th  of  August,  18^6.  She  is  a  widow,  having  one  son  about 
twelve  years  of  age  living  with  her.  Zook  is  a  married  man,  and 
while  he  claims  to  have  made  his  residence  in  his  house  on  the  land  ever 
since  its  erection,  his  wife  had  never  resided  there  up  to  the  time  of  the 
hearing,  and  his  residence  consisted  of  staying  there  all  the  time  when 
not  necessarily  away  attending  to  his  business  of  a  roadmaster  for  a 
railroad  which  ran  through  Akron^  a  town  in  the  near  vicinity  of  the 
land.  He  explains  his  wife's  absence  from  the  land  as  due  to  the  deli- 
cate condition  of  her  health,  yet  he  claims  that  his  house  is  comfortable, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  showing  that  the  climate  is  unhealthy.  Mrs. 
Etnier,  however,  does  not  endeavor  directly  to  impeach  his  residence, 
but  claims  that,  granting  his  continuous  residence,  he  acquired  no 
right  thereby  to  the  subdivision  on  which  she  resided,  nor  the  other 
one  in  dispute,  which  lies  immediately  north  of  it. 

The  act  of  settlement  by  Zook  upon  which  he  bases  his  right  to  the 
two  quarter  sections  in  dispute  was  in  having  them  surveyed  and  two 
furrows  plowed  around  them  on  August  11th,  the  day  on  which  Etnier 
alleges  her  settlement.  She,  on  her  part  claims  that  a  few  hours  pre- 
vious to  these  acts  by  Zook  she  had  her  land  surveyed,  and  had  thrown 
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up  sod  mounds  on  the  boandaries  of  her  claim.  While  these  acts  were 
nearly  simultaneous,  a  careful  examination  of  all  the  evidence,  inclad- 
ing  the  depositions  and  affidavits,  will,  I  think,  lead  to  the  condasion 
that  she  was  first  to  establish  her  boundaries.  One  witness  for  Zook 
(Lewis  Yookland)  states  in  his  affidavit  that  when  he  plowed  around 
Etnier's  claim  (12th  of  August)  he  found  sod  mounds  that  had  been 
thrown  up  as  a  guide  to  follow  in  his  plowing;  that  these  mounds  were 
not  found  where  Zook  had  plowed  (probably  the  day  before)  on  the 
boundaries  of  his  claim,  where  the  same  also  bounded  the  Etnier  claim, 
which  may  indicate  that  Zook  had  plowed  over  the  sod  marks  which 
had  been  placed  there  by  Etnier  previous  to  his  plowing. 

James  Irwin,  another  of  Zook's  witnesses  and  the  one  who  plowed 
the  two  furrows  on  the  11th  of  August,  says  that  when  he  was  plow- 
ing around  Zook's  claim,  he  came  upon  Mr.  Vance  and  some  other  men 
surveying,  and  that  they  removed  their  compass  to  let  him  pass.  Yance 
was  the  man  who  surveyed  for  Etnier,  and  who  testifies  that  his  survey 
was  previous  to  that  of  Zook. 

The  survey  and  the  plowing  of  Zook  were  done  at  the  same  time,  the 
plow  following  along  with  the  surveying  party,  while  Mrs.  Etnier's 
plowing  was  not  done  till  the  day  after  she  had  surveyed  her  land 
and  thrown  up  sod  marks  to  indicate  the  boundaries  and  guide  the 
plowman.  There  is  an  effort  on  the  part  of  Zook  to  show  that  Mrs. 
Etnier  could  not  have  been  on  her  land  prior  to  August  12.  I  do  not 
think,  however,  that  he  has  successfully  impeached  her  testimony  in 
this  behalf.  I  concur  therefore  with  the  decision  of  your  office  in  find- 
ing that  the  evidence  shows  that  Etnier's  settlement  was  prior  to  that 
of  Zook. 

During  the  pendency  of  the  appeal  in  this  case,  namely :  June  20, 
1889,  Etnier  applied  to  make  final  proof  on  her  pre-emption  filing, 
which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  because  a  part  of  the  same  was 
covered  by  the  cash  entry  of  Zook.  Her  application  was  properly  re* 
jected  because  of  the  pendency  of  this  appeal,  the  decision  of  which  is 
necessary  to  determine  her  rights  in  the  premises. 

The  pre-emption  filing  of  Mary  J.  Etnier  will  be  allowed,  and  so 
much  of  the  homestead  and  cash  entries  of  Zook  and  timber  culture 
entry  of  Stuart  as  is  embraced  in  her  said  filing  will  be  canceled,  and 
she  will  be  allowed  to  submit  her  final  proof  on  due  publication  of  notice. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  modified  accordingly. 
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BONING  CLAIM— PUBLICATION— EQUITABLE  ACTION. 

Obo  Places  Olaol 

The  poblioation  of  an  application  for  mineral  patent,  in  a  weekly  paper,  requires  ten 
insertions,  but  where  the  proof  shows  that  snch  publication  was  made  under  a 
former  practice  that  recognized  nine  insertions  as  sufficient,  the  entry  may  be 
equitably  confirmed  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  November  20^  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  heirs  of  Walter  Willey,  applicants 
for  patent  for  the  Oro  placer  mine,  mineral  entry  No.  1088^  Sacramento, 
California,  land  district,  from  your  office  decision  of  November  27, 1888, 
holding  said  entry  for  cancellation. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1873,  O.  O.  Spanld- 
ing,  James  Abram,  and  C.  8.  Strobel  made  application  for  a  patent  for 
said  mine.  On  the  second  day  of  April,  1873,  notice  was  given  of  said 
application.  The  evidence  shows  that  on  the  25th  day  of  September, 
1879,  Walter  Willey  became  the  sole  owner  of  said  mine. 

December  19, 1885,  a  depnty  mineral  surveyor  made  his  report  on 
the  mine,  showing  the  survey  and  proper  requisites  of  a  placer  mine, 
as  well  as  the  working  and  improving  of  the  claim  at  an  expense  of  not 
less  than  ten  thousand  dollars  by  claimants  and  their  grantors.  On  the 
21st  of  December,  1885,  John  Abram,  J.  S.  Bickford  and  E.  D.  Hurd 
filed  sworn  statements,  corroborating  the  fact  stated  by  the  deputy 
mineral  surveyor.  Abram  is  shown  to  be  the  executor  of  the  estate  of 
Walter  Willey,  including  the  Oro  placer  mine,  and  as  such  applied  for 
patent. 

On  the  21st  day  of  January,  1886,  the  local  officers  accepted  the  proof, 
received  payment,  and  issued  final  certificate,  and  on  the  same  day 
transmitted  the  evidence  to  your  office.  On  March  1, 1888,  your  office 
notified  the  register  and  receiver  that  the  evidence  of  publication  fails 
to  show  that  the  notice  of  application  for  patent  was  published  for  the 
full  statutory  period,  the  affidavit  showing  that  said  notice  was  pub- 
lished from  April  5,  1873,  to  and  including  May  31,  1873,  and  in  case 
the  notice  was  actually  published  for  the  statutory  period,  proper  evi- 
dence thereof  must  be  furnished.  On  March  23,  1888,  they  trans- 
mitted to  this  office  the  affidavit  of  Walter  B.  Lyon,  made  March  22, 
which  shows  that  during  the  year  1873  he  was  the  business  manager  and 
as  such  had  charge  of  the  ^^ Placer  Argus,"  a  weekly  newspaper 
published  in  Auburn,  Placer  county,  California ;  that  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication of  Abrams  et  al  for  the  Oro  Placer  Mine  was  published  in 
each  weekly  issue  of  said  newspaper,  commencing  April  5,  1873,  and 
ending  June  6, 1873,  which  affidavit  appears  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  said  Lyon.  On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1888,  the  local  officers  trans- 
mitted to  your  office  the  corroborated  affidavit  of  Walter  Groft  et  al. 
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asking  for  a  hearing  with  a  view  to  the  cancellation  of  said  entry.  On 
the  26th  day  of  May,  1888,  yonr  office  denied  the  petition  for  a  hearing, 
and  directed  the  local  officers  to  notify  the  parties  and  report  at  the 
expiration  of  thirty  days.  On  the  2 1st  day  of  Jnly,  1888,  yoa  notified 
the  register  and  receiver  that  no  response  to  yoor  letter  of  May  26tli 
had  been  received,  and  directed  a  prompt  report  as  to  what  action,  if 
any,  had  been  taken  on  said  letter.  On  the  second  day  of  August,  1888, 
they  transmitted  to  your  office  an  appeal  of  Walter  Groft  et  dL  from 
yonr  said  decision  of  May  26, 1888.  On  the  24th  day  of  August^  1888, 
you  decided  that  Walter  Croft  et  aU  appear  in  this  case  only  as  pro- 
testants,  and  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  an  appeal,  and  declined  to 
forward  the  same. 

There  was  forwarded  with  said  appeal  an  affidavit  of  J.  M.  Fulweiler, 
iu  which  he  alleges  that  in  the  mouth  of  November,  1885,  he  examined  the 
files  of  the  local  land  office  and  the  only  affidavit  of  publication  of  the 
application  for  said  Oro  placer  mine  was  one  made  by  Walter  B.  Lyon, 
and  that  said  affidavit  contained  the  statement  that  said  notice  had  only 
been  published  from  April  5th  to  and  including  May  31,  1873;  that 
any  affidavit  subsequently  made  by  W.  B.  Lyon  in  said  application 
for  patent,  showing  any  publication  of  said  notice  for  patent  after  May 
31, 1873,  does  not  state  the  truth,  was  false,  and  fraudnlently  procured, 
as  affiant  believes,  from  said  Walter  B.  Lyon. 

In  view  of  these  charges  your  office  required  corroborative  proof. 
Thereupon,  there  was  filed  in  your  office,  on  the  12th  day  of  November, 
1888,  an  affidavit  of  Walter  B.  Lyon,  sworn  to  ou  the  25th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1888,  in  which  he  states  generally,  tiiat  the  notice  of  application 
for  patent  was  published  first  on  the  5th  of  April,  and  in  each  subse- 
quent issue  of  the  <<  Placer  Argus,"  a  weekly  newspaper,  until  and  iu- 
eluding  the  31st  day  of  May,  1873 ;  that  he  was  the  managing  editor  of 
the  paper  at  the  time ;  that  immediately  after  the  31st  of  May,  1873,  he 
made  out  in  proper  form  proof  under  oath,  according  to  the  fact,  and  for- 
warded the  same  to  the  officers  of  the  land  office  at  Sacramento.  Not  long 
thereafter  he  severed  his  connection  with  the  paper,  and  for  more  than 
teu  years  past  has  been  living  and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  San 
Francisco,  Califoruia;  that  the  matter  of  the  publication  of  the  notice 
of  said  appplication  had  passed  almost  out  of  his  mind ;  that  in  the 
month  of  December,  1885,  or  January,  1886,  one  William  Muir,  "came 
to  me  and  stated  to  me  that  there  had  been  a  slight  and  technical 
mistake  made  by  me  in  my  affidavit  and  proof  of  said  publication ;"  and 
"  that  he  had  with  him  a  corrected  and  proper  proof  of  the  said  pab- 
iication,  that  he  wished  I  would  sign  and  swear  to,  in  order  that  they 
might  correct  the  proof  thereof.    I  asi^ed  him  whether  it  was  according 
to  the  facts,  and  he  stated  to  me  that  it  was,  and  desiring  to  accommodate 
him  and  fully  relying  upon  his  representations  as  to  the  truth  of  its 
contents,  I  signed  and  took  oath  to  the  same,  without  careful  exami- 
nation thereof;  that  since  the  making  of  the  said  last  mentioned  proof 


DECISIONS   RBLATINQ   TO   THE   PUBLIC  LANDS.  459 

of  pablication  of  the  said  notice,  I  have  caased  the  files  of  the  said 
newspaper  to  be  carefolly  examined,  and  find  that  the  said  notice  of 
application  for  i>atent  to  said  Oro  Placer  Mine  was  only  printed  and 
published  in  the  said  Placer  Argns  on  the  5tb,  12th,  19th,  and  26th  days 
of  April,  and  the  3rd,  10th,  17th,  24th  and  31st  days  of  May,  1873,  and 
not  more,  and  that  if  the  said  affidavit  or  proof  of  said  publication  as 
made  by  me  at  the  reqaest  of  the  said  William  Muir  shows  a  pablica- 
tion thereof  in  said  newspaper  after  the  31st  day  of  May,  1873,  such 
statement  therein  is  not  true  and  the  same  was  made  by  me  under  a 
misapprehension  of  the  facts  as  aforesaid." 

On  the  27th  day  of  November,  1888,  your  office  held  the  entry  for 
cancellation. 

From  your  judgment  the  heirs  of  Walter  Willey  appeal.  There  is 
no  adverse  claim  involved,  and  the  only  irregularity  suggested  is  that 
the  notice  of  application  was  only  published  for  nine  weeks.  The  stat- 
ute (act  of  May  10, 1872),  Revised  Stat.,  Sec.  2325,  requires  the  register 
to  publish  notice  of  the  application  for  sixty  days  and  also  to  post  such 
notice  in  his  office.  The  statute  is  silent  as  to  bow  or  by  whom  the  proof 
of  this  publication  and  posting  shall  be  made.  The  regulations  while 
requiring  the  register  to  certify  as  to  the  posting  of  the  notice,  do  not 
specify  who  shall  make  proof  of  the  publication  thereof.  The  mining 
circular  issued  June  10, 1872,  thirty  days  after  the  passage  of  the  act 
under  which  these  proceedings  are  taken,  does  not  si)ecify  the  number 
of  insertions  required,  but  in  the  case  of  McMurdy  et  ah  v.  Streeter  et  al 
(1  O.  L.  O.,  34)  decided  April  30, 1874,  it  was  held  that  ten  insertions 
are  required  where  the  notice  is  published  in  a  weekly  newspaper,  and 
this  ruling  has  since  been  followed.  Prior  to  the  decision  of  McMurdy 
V.  Storeeter,  aupra^  it  was  the  custom  of  the  Land  Department  to  accept 
evidence  of  publication  for  nine  weeks  as  sufficient.  In  Miuer  v,  Mariott 
(2  L.  D.,  709),  it  is  said,  ^^  The  rule  of  this  decision  should  not  operate 
to  interfere  with  or  take  away  any  rights  acquired  under  the  law  as  it 
has  heretofore  been  construed  by  your  office.  Though  such  construction 
is,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  erroneous,  such  fact  does  not  render  illegal 
any  acts  which  have  been  performed  in  accordance  with  and  pursuant 
to  that  construction  or  interpretation.  Until  a  rule  is  changed  it  has 
the  force  of  law,  and  acts  done  under  it  while  it  is  in  force  must  be  re- 
garded as  legal.'' 

In  Becker  v.  Sears  (1  L.  D.,  575),  it  is  in  effect  held  that  as  the  duty 
of  publication  is  put  by  statute  upon  the  register,  the  claimant  should 
not  be  made  to  suffer  from  an  insufficient  compliance  in  that  respect 
(nine  insertions)  where  no  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  others  is  shown. 

In  the  case  of  the  Mimbres  Mining  Company  (8  L.  D.,  457),  it  is  held 
that  if  the  published  notice  is  not  as  explicit  as  the  notice  posted  on 
the  claim,  such  defect  is  properly  chargeable  to  the  register,  and  may 
be  cured  by  a  reference  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication.  Under 
the  facts  as  developed  in  this  case,  the  burden  should  not  be  put  upon 
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theclaimaut  at  this  late  day  of  proving  affirmatively  that  the  register 
properly  discharged  his  daty,  when  the  presamption  is  in  favor  of  such 
conclusion.  Conceding  that  but  nine  insertions  were  made,  the  entry 
should  not  be  disturbed  but  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudi- 
cation tor  its  action  which  is  accordingly  done.  The  decision  of  your 
office  is  modified  accordingly. 


TIMBSB  Ciri/rxrBB  CONTEST    COMPUAJCCK  WITH  LAW, 

Obengs  v.  Wells. 

The  breaking  done  by  a  former  occupant  of  the  land  innres  to  the  benefit  of  a  tim- 
ber cnlture  en  try  man,  if  it  la  properly  utilized. 

Planting 'trees  before  the  time  fixed  by  the  law  ia  compliance  with  its  requirements^ 
so  far  as  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  matter,  provided  the  land  has  been  broken, 
cultivated,  and  properly  prepared. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  20,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Nicholas  Qrengs  v»  Perry  G.  Wells  on 
appeal  by  the  latter  from  yoar  decision  of  May  2, 1 889,  canceling  his 
timber  caltnre  entry  for  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T.  114,  B.  43,  Marshallf 
Minnesota  land  district. 

On  December  31, 1883,  Wells  made  timber  caltnre  entry  for  this  land, 
and  on  April  21, 1887  Grengs  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same 
alleging  that — 

Perry  G.  Wells  has  failed  to  plant  and  cnltivate  to  trees,  tree  seeds,  nuts  or  cnt- 
tin|(s  the  five  acres  required  by  law  to  be  planted  the  third  year  after  his  said  entxy, 
and  that  said  failure  still  exists. 

Hearing  thereon  was  set  for  Jane  7th  following,  and  personal  service 
of  notice  of  same  was  made  on  contescee  on  April  25, 1887.  On  tiie 
day  of  hearing  contestee  filed  an  affidavit  for  a  continuance,  averring 
the  absence  of  two  material  witnesses  ,  which  affidavit  was  in  sabstan 
tial  compliance  with  Enle  20,  Kales  of  Practice.  The  same  was  disal- 
lowed and  the  hearing  proceeded.  Upon  the  testimony  introdnced  the 
local  officers  recommended  that  the  entry  be  canceled.  From  this  de- 
cision the  en  try  man  appealed,  and  yoar  office  on  May  2, 1889,  affirmed 
said  decision  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  from  which  he  ap- 
pealed to  this  Department. 

The  contestant  testified  in  the  case  and  introdnced  as  witnesses  bis 
brothers  G-eorge  and  Frank  Grengs  and  one  Franz  Antony.  Antony 
knew  bat  little  about  the  case.  The  testimony  of  the  other  witnesses 
tended  to  show  that  no  trees  or  seeds  were  planted  in  1886,  the  third 
year  of  entry,  and  they  say  they  could  find  no  trees  on  the  land  in  1886. 

The  entryman  was  sworn  in  his  own  behalf  and  he  was  asked  how 
many  acres  he  plowed  on  the  land  in  contest  in  1884.    Objection  was 
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made  to  this  qaestion.  The  objection  was  sastained,  and  exceptions 
noted.  The  attorney  for  contestee  stated  ^^  that  he  expected  to  prove 
and  show  by  the  witnesses  that  in  the  spring  of  1884  he  (the  entryman) 
plowed  twenty  or  twenty -five  acres  on  the  land  in  contest  that  had  been 
previonsly  plowed  and  cropped ;  that  the  ground  was  in  a  good  state 
of  cultivation  •  •  .  •  that  he  pnt  it  in  crop  •  .  •  •  that  afber 
harvest  he  had  a  part  of  the  land  that  had  been  cropped  plowed  "  etc. 

This  was  the  first  year  after  entry;  what  he  did  to  prepare  the  land 
for  trees  was  competent,  as  reflecting  on  his  compliance  with  law  and  on 
his  good  &ith.  Not  only  so,  bat  the  breaking  done  by  a  former  occu- 
pant inures  to  the  benefit  of  a  timber  culture  entryman  if  it  is  properly 
ntUized.    See  McKenzie  v.  Killgore  (10  L.  D.,  322). 

This  entryman  had  a  right  therefore  to  show  that  some  land  had  been 
previously  broken  and  cultivated  in  the  tract  and  that  he  had  utilized 
it  It  was  error  to  rule  out  this  testimony.  Following  this  the  witness 
was  asked  what  work  he  did  on  the  land  in  contest  in  the  spring  of 
1885.  To  this  objection  was  interposed.  The  objection  was  sustained 
and  exceptions  noted.  The  attorney  stated  that  he  expected  to  show 
and  prove  by  this  witness  that  in  the  spring  of  1885  he  (the  entryman) 
had  plowed,  dragged,  marked  and  planted  to  tree  seeds,  of  maple,  box 
elder  and  elm,  over  five  acres  of  the  land  in  controversy,  and  that  he 
had  cultivated  twenty -five  acres  of  the  land  in  crops  during  that  season. 
The  register  held  that  what  he  did  this,  the  second  year,  was  not  in 
issue.  This  ruling  was  clearly  erroneous.  This  evidence  was  competent 
and  material  as  tending  to  show  a  compliance  with  the  law. 

Planting  trees  before  the  time  fixed  by  the  law  is  compliance  with  its 
requirements  so  far  as  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  matter,  provided 
the  land  has  been  broken  and  cultivated,  and  thus  reclaimed  from  its 
wild  state. 

A  number  of  other  material  questions  were  asked,  calling  for  testi- 
mony entirely  competent  and  relevant  to  the  issue  as  showing  com- 
pliance with  law  and  as  reflecting  upon  the  good  faith  of  the  entryman ; 
but  they  were  not  permitted  to  be  answered,  and  the  error  does  not 
stop  with  the  rejection  of  the  testimony,  but  the  register  excluded  it 
from  the  record  in  violation  of  rule  41,  Bules  of  Practice,  it  not  being 
*^  obviously  irrelevant"  It  may  be  that  this  entryman  had  not  complied 
with  the  law,  but  the  proceedings  before  the  register  and  receiver  show 
such  disregard  of  the  rules  of  evidence,  rules  of  practice,  and  the  de- 
partmental regulations,  that  I  can  not  uphold  their  judgment 

Your  office  decision  affirming  their  action  is  therefore  reversed,  the 
case  will  be  returned  to  the  local  office  for  a  hearing,  de  novo  in  accord- 
ance with  law. 
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SPECIAL  AGENT'S  BEPOBT-.MINERAL   LAND— ACT   OP  JUNE    15,  18S0. 

John  E.  Williams. 

The  admission  of  the  entryman  that  the  facts  as  stated  in  a  special  agent's  report 
are  trne,  does  not  extend  to  a  conolnsion  of  said  agent  contained  therein. 

The  proximity  of  land  to  coal  veins  will  not  warrant  the  conclnsion  that  it  is  mineral 

in  character^  where  it  is  not  retnmed  as  snoh,  and  its  mineral  character  is  nuK 

made  to  appear  as  a  present  fiftct. 
The  failure  of  a  homesteader  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  settlement  and 

residence  does  not  affect  his  right  to  purchase  the  land  under  section  2,  act  of 

June  15,  1880. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissumer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  November  20, 1890. 

This  record  involves  the  validity  of  cash  entry  No.  16,995,  made  by 
John  E.  Williams  andor  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880, 
21  Stats.,  237,  for  the  NE.  J  Sec  32,  T.  16  S.,  E.  6  W.,  Montgomery, 
Alabama. 

Ha  made  original  homestead  entry  January  27,  1874,  and  the  entry 
in  question  on  June  22, 1881. 

On  September  17, 1887,  Special  Agent  Griffin  of  your  office,  reported 
that  in  connection  with  adjoining  land  where  he  has  lived  for  twenty 
years,  Williams  cultivated  some  four  acres  of  the  tract  involved,  that 
he  has  made  no  further  improvements  nor  settled  or  resided  thereoD, 
that  ''  large  veins  of  coal  have  been  developed  in  near  vicinity  "  and 
that,  the  same  is  ''  mineral  land  but  there  are  no  out-croppings." 

On  November  19, 1887,  your  office  held  said  cash  entry  for  cancella- 
tion and  allowed  Williams  sixty  days  to  apply  for  a  hearing  to  show 
cause  why  the  same  should  be  sustained.  On  May  U,  1888,  such  hear- 
ing was,  upon  his  application,  ordered  by  your  office.  Pending  the 
hearing  thus  ordered,  on  August  4, 1888,  he  filed  a  petition  in  your  of- 
fice wherein  he  set  out  that  he  accepted  the  said  special  agent's  report 
^*  as  a  true  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  case  "  and  that  he  relied  upon 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  supra^  to  sustain  his  en- 
try, and  asked  that  your  office  decision  of  November  19, 1887,  be  set 
aside  and  the  entry  passed  to  patent. 

On  December  19, 1888,  your  office  revoked  said  order  for  hearing  and 
held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

This  decision  'on  motion  by  Williams  for  reconsideration,  was  on 
April  11, 1889,  adhered  to  by  your  office.  He  appealed  from  the  order 
of  cancellation  to  this  department.  Your  office  found  that  in  allowing 
the  facts  as  stated  by  the  special  agent,  Williams  admitted  that  bis 
original  entry  was  made  without  intention  of  settlement  and  that  such 
entry  being  consequently  fraudulent,  it  could  not,  under  the  ruling  in 
the  case  of  J.  S.  Cone,  7  L.  D.,  94,  constitute  a  basis  of  purchase  under 
the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  sujgra. 
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This  conclasion  is  not  sastained  by  the  record.  In  his  said  report 
Special  Agent  Griffin  in  reply  to  the  question  (14)  <<  Was  the  fraad  wil- 
fol  t  '^  says :  "  It  is  evident  that  the  entryman  never  intended  to  settle 
on  the  land."  This  being  simply  a  conclasion  by  the  agent,  conld  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  Williams'  admission,  which  obvioosly  related 
only  to  the  facts.  Moreover  such  conclusion  is  expressly  controverted 
by  his  original  homestead  affidavit  and  by  his  sworn  statements  in  sup- 
port of  the  said  motion  for  reconsideration. 

The  tract  involved,  as  I  am  advised  by  jour  office,  does  not  appear 
on  the  mineral  list  and  as  further  shown  by  the  record,  Special  Agent 
Harrison  on  May  31,  and  October  13,  1883,  and  Special  Agent  Toole  on 
September  12, 1887,  reported  to  the  effect  that  it  is  non-mineral.  Fur- 
thermore, it  is  not  shown  by  the  said  Special  Agent  Griffin  to  be  '*  as  a 
present  fact  ^  valuable  for  coal  or  other  mineral. 

As  the  land  in  question  had  not  been  returned  as  mineral  the  record 
shows  that  it  was  properly  subject  to  homestead  entry  at  the  time  of 
Williams'  original  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  cash  eptry.  Consequently 
it  appears  that  said  original  entry  was  valid  at  its  inception  and  in  this 
respect  the  case  at  bar  differs  from  that  of  J.  S.  Gone,  8upra.  Ko  ad- 
verse claim  has  intervened  and  the  failure  of  Williams  to  comply  with 
the  homestead  law  with  regard  to  settlement  and  residence,  could  not 
affect  his  right  to  purchase  under  the  act  referred  to.  Geo.  E.  Sanford 
(5  L.  D.,  535).  See  also  Campbell  v.  Kelly  (8  L.  D.,  75)  ^  Chapman  v. 
Patterson  (10  L.  D  ,  129) 

The  entry  in  question  will,  accordingly,  remain  intact. 

The  judgment  of  your  office  is  reversed. 


BBS  JUDICATA    PRIVATE  CliAIM    HOMESTEAD  OCCUPANCY, 

Bbady  V.  Central  Pacifio  B.  B.  Co. 

The  final  advene  deoisioa  of  the  Department  preclades  favorable  consideration  of  a 
Bubseqaent  application  of  the  same  party  raising  the  question  inyolved  in  the 
former  action. 

A  Mexiean  grant  of  quantity,  within  a  tract  of  larger  area,  is  a  float,  and  the  lands 
within  such  larger  area  are  subject  to  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant,  at  the 
date  it  becomes  effective,  except  as  to  the  quantity  that  may  be  actually  required 
to  satisfy  the  float. 

An  allegation  that  land  is  excepted  from  a  railroad  grant  by  reason  of  a  settlement 
claim,  is  not  established  by  a  showing  that  said  tract  was  included  within  a 
large  body  of  land  improved  and  occupied  as  a  whole  for  the  purposes  of  a  cattle 
ranch. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 

21,  1890. 

The  land  in  controversy  embraces  lots  1,  8,  9, 10,  and  11  in  Sec.  1,  T. 
2  8.J  B.  3  W.,  M.  D.  M.|  California  and  lies  within  the  twenty  mile 
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limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  line 
of  which  was  definitely  located  opposite  the  tract  in  question  Janoary 
21, 1870. 

In  March  1884  James  Brady  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  of 
said  tract,  alleging  that  it  was  within  the  claimed  limits  of  the  Moraga 
and  El  Sobrante  Mexican  grants.  This  application  was  finally  rejected 
by  the  Department  December  9,J.886  (58  Lands  and  Railroads  67), 
holding  that  said  application  was  controlled  by  the  decision  in  the  case 
of  Eees  v.  Central  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (5  L.  D.,  62),  the  land  in  both  cases 
being  in  the  same  range  of  townships.  On  April  30, 1887,  he  renewed 
his  application  to  enter  said  land,  alleging  that  it  was  excepted  fh>m 
the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  for  the  reason  that  it  was  within  tjie 
claimed  limits  of  the  Moraga  and  El  Sobrante  grants  at  date  of  definite 
location  and  for  the  further  reason  that  from  186  L  to  date  of  application 
the  land  was  claimed,  occupied  and  improved  by  di£ferent  claimants- 
citizens  of  the  United  States  who  had  erected  dwellings  and  made  other 
improvements  thereon.  Upon  this  application  a  hearing  was  ordered  to 
determine  the  status  of  the  tract  at  date  of  withdrawal,  January  31, 1865, 
and  of  definite  location,  Janury  21, 1870,  and  upon  the  testimony  taken 
at  such  hearing  the  register  found  that  the  land  was  within  the  exterior 
limits  of  the  Moraga  grant  from  1841  to  August  10, 1878,  when  it  was 
excluded  therefrom  by  official  survey  and  restored  to  the  public  domain, 
and  that  it  was  used,  occupied,  improved  and  claimed  by  successive  set- 
tlers and  claimants — citizens  of  the  United  States — ^from  1855  to  date  of 
hearing,  and  held  as  private  property.  The  receiver  found  that  it  was 
not  within  the  exerior  limits  of  staid  grant  under  the  ruling  of  the 
Department  in  the  Bees  case,  and  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  the 
occupancy  of  the  land  by  any  settlers  such  as  would  reserve  it  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant  to  the  company. 

From  these  disagreeing  decisions  of  the  local  officers  the  company  and 
Brady  respectively  filed  appeals. 

Your  office  held  that  it  was  unecessary  to  consider  the  question  as  to 
whether  said  land  was  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the  Mexican  grants, 
for  the  reason  that  this  question  had  been  oace  adjudicated  and  defi- 
nitely settled  in  the  case  of  Bees  v.  Central  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  ^ifpro.  As 
to  whether  the  land  wa-s  claimed,  occupied,  and  improved  at  date  of 
withdrawal  and  of  definite  location,  you  held  that  the  evidence  shows 
that  this  tract  was  part  of  a  larger  tract  comprising  over  four  hundred 
acres,  which  was  used  as  a  whole  for  stock  purposes,  that — 

The  land  in  qaestion  was  never  oooupied  by  any  one  claiming  it  ander  any  of  the 
laws  permitting  oocnpation  or  settlement,  but  only  by  cattle  roaming  at  large  orer 
the  entire  tract,  the  owners  of  which  were  non-residents,  whose  agents  lived  in  a 
honse  sitaated  at  least  half  a  mile  from  the  tracts  applied  for  by  Brady. — 

• 

From  this  decision  Brady  appealed. 

The  question  as  to  whether  this  land  was  embraced  within  the  limits 
of  the  Moraga  or  Bl  Sobrante  grants  is  not  only  controlled  by  the 
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mliDg  of  the  Department  in  the  Bees  case,  bnt  that  question  was 
directly  adjudicated  adversely  to  this  applicant  by  the  Department  in 
its  decision  of  September  9, 1886,  upon  the  application  of  Brady  to 
enter  this  identical  tract.  Moreover,  it  wa  s  held  in  the  case  of  Ohilds 
V.  Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Oo.  (9  L.  D.,  471),  following  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  McLaughlin  (127  TJ.  S.,  428),  that  a  Mexican  grant  of  quan- 
tity,  within  a  tract  of  larger  area,  such  as  the  said  Moraga  grant,  was  a 
float,  and  that  the  lands  within  such  larger  area  are  subject  to  the  oper- 
ation of  a  railroad  grant,  except  as  to  the  quantity  actually  required  to 
satisfy  the  float. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  there  was  such  a  claim  exist, 
ing  at  date  of  withdrawal  and  of  definite  location  as  would  except 
it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  The  evidence  shows  that  this 
land  was  occupied,  claimed  and  improved  by  various  persons  from  1855 
to  date  of  definite  location,  but  such  occupancy  was  by  persons  who 
claimed  it  as  the  Orass  Valley  Eanch,  and  who  improved  it  and  occu- 
pied it  as  a  ranch  for  grazsing  cattle,  not  as  part  of  the  government  land 
which  they  expected  to  enter  under  the  horn  estead  laws,  but  by  pur- 
chase of  the  right  from  private  parties.  In  fact  there  is  no  testimony 
showing  that  the  identical  land  claimed  by  Brady  was  occupied  by  any 
one  prior  to  definite  location  except  in  connection  with  the  entire  ranch, 
and  none  of  the  improvements  of  the  ranch  were  upon  the  land  claimed 
by  him  except  the  fence  which  did  not  enclose  that  tract  but  the  entire 
ranch  which  was  under  one  fence.  The  character  of  the  occupancy  of 
this  land  is  shown  by  the  admission  of  the  counsel  for  Brady  in  his 
argument,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  this  land  was  considered  as  being 
embraced  in  a  private  land  grant,  and  the  method  of  settlement  was  by 
taking  up  ranches  and  awaiting  the  adjudication  Of  the  claims,  when 
they  hoped  to  get  title  from  the  grant  claimants.    He  says: 

These  ranches  were  in  many  oases  redeemed  from  a  state  of  nature  and  covered 
with  valaabie  improvements.  The  ranch  embracing  the  land  in  controversy  con- 
tained over  five  hundred  acres,  and  at  one  time  was  held  by  a  number  of  owners.  In 
1871,  the  improvements  thereon  were  extensive  and  as  far  back  as  1860,  according  to 
the  testimony  of  witness  Field,  there  were  on  it  a  dwelling  house  and  three  or  four 
bams  **  holding  cattle  in  the  winter  and  so  forth."  Such  possessory  claims  were 
bought  and  sold,  and  taxed,  and  the  owners  by  reason  of  possession,  occupancy  and 
expenditure  of  money,  had  an  equitable  interest  therein. 

It  is  contended  that  such  claim  and  occupancy  excepted  the  land 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  under  the  ruling  of  the  Department  in 
the  case  of  Bowman  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (7  L.  D.,  238).  But 
in  the  Bowman  case  the  tract  claimed  by  Bowman  did  not  exceed  the 
quantity  of  land  that  could  have  been  claimed  and  entered  under  the 
homestead  law,  and  the  limits  of  the  tract  were  defined  and  part  of  it 
was  under  fence.  In  this  case  the  land  claimed  was  part  of  a  tract  of 
five  hundred  acres  known  as  the  Grass  Valley  Ranch,  and  the  improve- 
ments and  occupancy  of  the  entire  five  hundred  acres  by  ranchmen, 
2497— VOL  11 30 
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was  not  such  an  occupancy  of  the  land  by  homestead  settlers  as  would 
except  it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 
Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


RAlIiBOAD  GRANT— LOCATION  OF  TKRMTNAL  LINE. 

Michigan  Land  and  Iron  Oompany. 

Pending  fnrtlier  consideration  aa  to  the  proper  location,  nnder  the  forfeiture  act  of 
March  2,  1889,  of  the  western  terminal  line  of  the  grant  in  aid  of  the  Marquette, 
Houghton  and  Ontonagon  R.  R.  Co.,  the  action  heretofore  had  in  said  matter 
Will  remain  suspended. 

Beeretary  Noble  to  the  Oommiasioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 

24, 1890. 

This  is  a  petition  filed  by  the  Michigan  Land  and  Iron  Ck>mpany  (lim- 
ited) asking  that  yon  be  directed  to  certify  to  this  Department  tbe  reo- 
ord  and  proceedings  in  the  matter  of  the  application  filed  by  it  for  a 
correction  of  the  terminal  lino  established  by  yoar  office  under  the  act  of 
March  2, 1889  (25  Stats.,  1008),  of  the  Marqaette,  Houghton  and  On- 
tonagon Kailroad  at  the  western,  or  I/Anse  end  thereof,  as  constructed 
under  a  grant  to  the  State  made  by  the  act  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat,  21), 
in  that  such  further  action  may  be  had  in  the  premises  as  may  be 
deemed  lawful  and  proper. 

By  said  act  of  March  2, 1889,  alt  lands  theretofore  granted  to  said 
State  by  the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  '^  which  are  opposite  to  and  cotermi- 
nous with  the  uncompleted  portion  of  any  railroad,  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  which  said  lands  were  granted,  or  applied,"  were  forfeited 
to  the  United  States.  The  Marquette,  Houghton  and  Ontonagou  Bail- 
road  appears  to  be  one  of  the  roads  embraced  within  the  contemplation 
of  said  forfeiture  act. 

The  petition  sets  forth,  among  other  things,  that  shortly  after  the 
passage  of  said  act  you  transmitted  to  the  local  office  certain  instnic- 
tions  relative  to  the  restoration  to  market  of  the  lands  forfeited  thereby, 
accompanied  by  a  diagram,  or  sketch,  purporting  to  show  the  lands  for- 
feited at  the  western  or  I/Anse  end  of  the  Marquette,  Houghton  and 
Ontonagon  line  of  constructed  road;  that  the  terminal  lineof  constracted 
road  was  thus  established  by  you  as  a  matter  of  ex  parte  routine  busi- 
ness, without  notice  to  the  State,  or  to  any  of  the  parties  interested  in 
the  title  to  the  lands  affected  thereby ;  and  it  is  alleged  that  such  ter- 
minal line  does  not  correctly  designate  the  lands  earned  by  the  location 
and  construction  of  the  road. 

It  is  also  alleged  that  certain  lands  at  the  L'Anse  end  of  said  con- 
structed road,  with  many  others  elsewhere,  were,  in  1860,  conveyed  by 
the  United  States  to  the  State  of  Michigan  in  part  satisfaction  of  said 
grant ;  that  the  State  subsequently  conveyed  said  lands  to  the  Mar- 
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qaette,  Hoaghton  and  OntoDagon  Railroad  Company,  and  that  said 
company,  in  1881  conveyed  them  to  the  petitioner — the  said  Michigan 
Land  and  Iron  Company  (limited) — for  a  large  money  consideration ; 
that  nnder  the  title  thas  acquired  the  petitioner  continued  in  the  undis- 
turbed  possession  and  enjoyment  of  said  lauds  from  the  year  1881  until 
after  the  passage  of  said  forfeiture  act;  that  the  terminal  line  in  ques- 
tion, as  shown  by  the  aforesaid  diagram,  or  sketch,  is  improperly  and 
erroneously  located,  in  that  it  is  drawn  with  reference  to  the  line  of 
constructed  road,  as  the  base  thereof,  whereas  it  should  have  been 
drawn  at  right  angles  with  the  line  of  road  as  originally  located  under 
the  grant;  and  that  said  location,  if  allowed  to  stand,  will  result 
greatly  to  the  prejudice  of  the  petitioner  in  the  matter  of  the  lands 
thereby  designated  as  having  been  forfeited  by  said  act. 

It  is  further  set  forth  that,  on  April  18, 1890,  the  petitioner,  having 
obtained  knowledge  of  the  transmission  by  you  of  the  diagram,  or 
sketch,  aforesaid,  filed  in  your  office  its  application  for  a  correction  of 
said  terminal  line  so  as  to  conform  to  the  law ;  that  by  office  decision  of 
July  17,  1890,  you  declined  to  consider  the  question  presented  by  said 
application,  and  dismissed  the  same,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  sufficient 
parties  to  the  record,  it  being  stated  that  there  was  nothing  to  show 
that  the  petitioner  was  authorized  to  represent  the  Marquette,  Hough- 
ton and  Ontonagon  Railroad  Company ;  and  further,  that  any  applica- 
tion looking  to  are-adjustment  of  such  terminal  line  should  be  made  by 
said  railroad  company  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ;  that  the  peti- 
tioner thereupon  filed  an  appeal,  which,  by  office  decision  of  September 
19, 1890,  you  declined  to  entertain,  for  the  same  reasons  set  forth  in  th( 
decision  dismissing  the  application.  Copies  of  said  decisions,  with  saii 
rejected  appeal,  are  filed  with  the  present  petition. 

Ic  is  further  alleged  in  said  petition, 

that  notwithstanding  the  instraotions  aooompanying  the  said  map  were  sabiuitceW 
to  and  received  the  approval  of  the  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  yet  tliat  the 
proceeding  was  entirely  ex-parie,  without  notice  to  any  one  interested,  or  a  hearing, 
and  that  as  matter  of  fact  neither  the  proper  location  of  said  terminal  line,  nor  the 
accuracy  of  the  Commissioner's  location  thereof,  nor  the  qnestion  what  lands  had 
been  earned  by  location  and  construction  was  presented  to,  considered  or  determined 
by  the  Honorable  Secretary ;  but  that  bis  approval  of  the  said  instructions  were 
made  in  the  usual  order  of  routine  business,  and  upon  the  assumption  that  no  contro- 
versy as  to  its  accuracy  as  to  what  lands  had  been  earned  existed  or  was  likely  to 
arise,  that  the  line  as  designated  was  correct  and  that  no  existing  vested  rights  were 
prejudiced  thereby. 

And  the  "  petitioner  denies,  upon  information  and  belief,  that  the 
question  of  the  accuracy  of  this  line  or  of  what  lands  had  been  earned 
was  ever,  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word,  presented  or  submitted  to 
the  Secretary,  for  consideration,  or  was  by  him  considered  or  decided. 

In  my  opinion,  the  correctness  of  the  location  of  said  terminal  line 
should  be  fully  considered  by  the  Department,  giving  to  all  parties  ad- 
vetsely  interested  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  upon  the  merits.    You 
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are  therefore  directed  to  certify  to  the  Department  the  record  in  said 
case,  including  copies  of  letters  of  your  office  giving  iustrnctions  to  the 
local  office  relative  to  the  status  of  the  lands  in  controversy.  The  local 
office  should  be  advised  to  take  no  action  relative  to  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy until  the  correctness  of  said  terminal  line  shall  have  been 
finally  acyudicated  by  the  Department. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  CONTEST-COMPIiLA^NCE  WITH  LA'W. 

Kelset  V.  Barber. 

Tbe  failure  of  the  entryman  to  seoare  the  requisite  growth  of  trees  does  not  call  for 
cancellation,  where  such  result  is  not  dae  to  negUgence  in  planting  and  onltiv*- 
tion,  bnt  to  the  character  of  the  season,  and  seed  that  proved  defective. 

First  Assisiant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oonimiasioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  November  24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  James  M.  Kelsey  v,  Eber  Barber  on  the 
appeal  of  the  former  from  your  decision  of  February  11, 1889,  dismiss- 
ing his  contest  against  the  timber  culture  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  W. } 
of  NW.  I  and  W.  i  SW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  17,  R.  20  W.,  Grand  Island  Ne- 
braska land  district. 

On  July  20, 1883,  Barber  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the  land,  and 
on  August  26, 1886,  Kelsey  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same, 
alleging — 

faihire  to  plant  or  canse  to  he  planted,  np  tothisdate,  to  trees,  seeds,  nats  or  cut- 
tings, five  acres  of  said  tract  and  that  the  only  attempt  was  to  plant  not  to  exceed 
two  and  one-half  acres ;  that  the  cuttings  were  dead  when  planted ;  that  they  were 
not  cultivated  and  that  said  Barher  has  failed  to  cultivate  the  tract  according  to  law. 

The  time  for  the  hearing  was  set  for  October  16, 1886.  After  some 
preliminary  motions  and  delays  final  hearing  of  the  case  was  had  Jana- 
ary  27,  1887,  both  parties  being  present  in  person  and  by  attorney,  and 
upon  motion  for  continuance,  and  application  to  take  depositions  on  the 
part  of  the  claimant  being  overruled,  the  testimony  was  submitted  and 
on  April  22, 1887,  the  register  and  receiver,  upon  consideration  thereoff 
decided  the  case  against  the  entryman  and  held  his  entry  for  cancella- 
tion. He  appealed  from  this  judgment  to  the  Commissioner,  where,  on 
February  11,  1889,  the  decision  of  the  local  office  was  reversed  and  the 
contest  dismissed,  from  which  ruling  the  contestant  appealed  to  this 
Department. 

The  testimony  is  quite  voluminous  and  discloses  the  fact  that  there  is 
a  good  deal  of  ill  feeling  on  the  part  of  the  contestant  and  his  witnesses 
against  the  entryman,  and  on  account  thereof,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
irrelevant  matter  contained  in  the  record.  It  appears,  however,  that 
this  entryman  broke  in  the  first  year  of  his  entry  about  fifteen  acres,  ^^ 
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raised  sod  com  on  it ;  that  in  the  year  1885,  he  cultivated  this  grouud 
and  had  some  ten  acres  more  broken  and  in  May  1886,  he  had  five  and 
a  half  acres  plowed,  harrowed  and  marked  in  rows.  Some  three  and  a 
half  acres  of  this  ground  he  had  planted  to  Cottonwood  cuttings  and 
the  remainder  to  box-elder,  cottonwood  and  other  tree  seeds. 

It  appears  that  the  season  of  1886  was  quite  dry  during  June  and 
July,  and  the  cuttings  did  not  do  well,  although  it  appears  that  he  gave 
the  ground  reasonably  good  cultivation.  The  seeds  did  not  germinate 
as  they  should  have  done,  but  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  seeds  grown  in  Custer  and  some  adjo  ining  counties  of  Nebraska  in 
1885  were  injured  in  some  way  and  did  not  grow  well. 

This  entryman  has  put  wire  fence  around  sixty  acres  of  the  land,  dug 
a  well  and  has  stock  on  the  land. 

I  think  he  has  manifested  good  faith  in  the  work  performed  and  it 
appears  to  have  been  owing  to  the  dry  season  and  defective  seeds  which 
were  not  easily  detected  except  by  trial,  th  at  he  has  not  more  growing 
trees  on  the  land. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed  and  the  contest  will  be  dismissed. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST— BESIDENCE— APPLICATION. 

PATTON  V.  Eellet. 

Residence  can  not  be  established,  nor  maintained,  by  occasional  visits  to  the  land 
while  the  actnal  home  of  the  claimant  is  elsewhere. 

An  application  to  enter  can  not  be  allowed  during  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  to  the 
Department  from  a  decision  holding  for  cancellation  the  existing  entry  of  another 
for  the  land  in  question. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommssioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Offiee,  November  24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Mrs.  Tempie  Eelley  (widow  of  John 
Kelley)  from  yonr  office  decision  of  Jnne  1, 1889,  in  which  yon  held  for 
cancellation  homestead  entry  Ko .  8168,  made  by  said  John  Kelley, 
December  20, 1886,  upon  theNW.  i  of  Sec.  26,  T.  4  8.,  E.  67  W.,  Denver, 
Colorado. 

It  appears  that  a  pre-emption  filing  was  made  by  him  upon  the  tract, 
March  29, 1884,  and  transmuted  to  a  homestead  entry  on  the  date  above 
given. 

On  June  27,  1887,  Ambrps  E.  Patton  filed  in  the  local  office  his  affi- 
davit of  contest,  charging  claimant's  abandonm  ent  of  the  land  for  more 
than  six  months  since  making  the  entry. 

After  due  notice,  the  hearing  was  had  and  the  register  and  receiver 
found  that  claimant  <'  has  not  established  and  retained  his  residence  as 
required  by  law,"  and  recommended  that  the  entry  be  canceled ;  and  by 
your  ^aid  decision  you  affirm  that  judgment. 
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I  have  carefully  examined  tbe  evidence,  and  iind  it  substantially  and 
correctly  set  forth  in  your  opinion. 

It  shows  that  claimant's  real  home  after  making  the  entry  was  in 
Denver,  Colorado,  where  he  was  engaged  in  the  saloon  business.  More- 
over, he  voted  in  that  city,  and  his  alleged  residence  on  the  tract  was 
nothing  more  than  visitations  to  keep  up  an  appearance  of  residence. 
It  can  hardly  be  said  that  he  abandoned  his  residence  on  the  tract,  for 
the  reason  he  never  established  it  there.  He  was  doubtless  in  poor 
health,  and  it  may  be  conceded  that  he  could  not  make  a  living  on  the 
land,  and  was  compelled  to  seek  employment  elsewhere;  but  this  can 
not  excuse  his  lack  of  compliance  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  resi- 
dence. His  house,  ten  by  twelve  feet ;  was  built  with  four  posts  roughly 
boarded;  it  had  no  floor  and  no  window,  and  the  furniture  placed 
therein  he  says  consisted  alone  of  <^  a  chair,  stove,  dishes  and  bed." 
This  shows  very  meagre  preparations  for  housekeeping,  and  demon- 
strates a  lack  of  good  faith — taken  in  connection  with  the  other  ad- 
mitted fact  that  he  lived  in  Denver.  Your  said  decision  canceling  the 
entry  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

It  appears  that  on  July  10, 1889,  Mrs.  Kelley,  widow  of  the  entryman, 
appealed  from  your  said  judgment  of  June  1,  1889,  and  on  August  8, 
1889,  Eva  H.  Fatten,  widow  of  contestant,  Ambros  E.  Fatten,  (the  latter 
having  died  since  your  decision),  filed  an  application  to  be  allowed  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  question.  The  register  and  re- 
ceiver rejected  this  application,  because  the  tract  was  covered  by  Kelley's 
entry.  Mrs.  Fatten  appealed,  and  on  October  7, 1889,  you  sustained  the 
action  of  the  local  officers,  saying : 

Kolley's  homestead  entry  was  not  canceled  by  office  letter  ''H''  of  June  I,  1889, 
and  as  long  as  it  remains  of  record,  it  is  a  bar  to  the  appropriation  of  the  land  by 
any  other  person. 

She  made  this  application  so  as  to  be  first  on  record,  and  thus  '^  reap 
the  benefits  of  the  contest  made  by  her  husband,  providing  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  affirms  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner." 

Your  decision  "  held  the  entry  for  cancellation"  and  directed  notice 
to  bo  given  to  Kelley  of  "  his  right  of  further  appeal."  His  widow  ex- 
entised  this  right  before  Mrs.  Fatten  applied  to  enter  the  land,  and  Mrs. 
Kelley's  appeal  removed  th  e  case  from  your  jurisdiction,  and  suspended 
all  action  touching  the  disposition  of  the  land,  until  the  case  should  be 
finally  decided  by  this  Department.     Saben  v.  Amundsen,  9  L.  D.,  578. 

It  is  insisted  that  your  said  decisi  on  had  the  effect  of  canceling  the 
entry,  and  that  the  land  thereby  became  subject  to  entry,  and  the  case 
of  John  H.  Heed  (6  L.  D.,  563)  is  cited  as  authority. 

This  case,  however,  differs  from  the  Reed  case,  in  this :  that  prior  to 
Mrs.  Fatton's  application  to  enter,  the  case  was  appealed  to  this  Depart- 
ment, and  thus  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  office  was  removed ;  whereas, 
in  the  Beed  case  no  appeal  was  taken  from  the  judgment  of  cancella- 
tion, and,  although  it  was  held  that  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  ^Bja 
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was  not  essential  to  tbe  finality  of  Ihe  judgment,  yet  the  pro]>er  prac- 
tice woald  be  not  to  allow  another  entry  of  record  until  the  time  al- 
lowed for  appeal  had  expired,  or  the  entry  had  been  canceled  by  the 
appellate  tribunal.  But  the  filing  of  the  appeal  within  the  sixty  days 
suspended  the  judgment  of  cancellation  and  operated  to  reserve  the 
land  from  further  disposition  until  the  final  decision  upon  the  appeal  as 
effectually  as  if  the  jutlgment  of  cancellation  had  not  been  rendered. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  Mrs.  Patton's  application  was  properly 
rejected,  and  her  appeal  is  hereby  dismissed. 


BAILBOAD  GBANT    PRE-EMPTION  CLAIM    SETTLEMENT  BIGHT. 
NOBTHEBN  PACIFIO  £.  B.  Go.  V.  DUNHAM  ET  AL. 

Land  covered  by  a  prima  facie  valid  pre-emption  filing,  at  date  of  withdrawal  on  gen- 
eral route,  is  excepted  thereby  from  the  operation  of  such  withdrawal. 

The  ooonpanoy  of  land  at  definite  location,  by  one  who  holds  nnder  and  by  virtue  of 
the  company's  title,  and  asserts  no  right  under  the  settlement  laws,  will  not  de- 
feat the  attachment  of  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OffloCy  November 

24,1890. 

Iliis  record  presents  the  appeal  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  com- 
pany from  yonr  office  decision  of  January  21,  188S,  in  the  case  of  said 
company  against  Elijah  Dunham  and  Fred  T.  Kegler,  involving  the  SW. 
J,  Sec.  35,  T.  12  K.,  R.  20  W.,  Helena,  Montana. 

Kegler  made  homestead  entry  for  the  tract  on  July  7, 1885.  On  June 
5, 1886,  he  published  notice  of  intention  to  make  proof  in  support  of 
such  entry  against  the  allowance  of  which  protests  were  filed  by  Dun- 
ham. 

In  pursuance  of  said  notice  Kegler's  proof  was  made  before  the  clerk 
of  the  district  court  for  Missoula  county,  on  July  17, 1886,  when  both 
parties  appeared  with  counsel  and  submitted  testimony. 

Upon  the  evidence  adduced  the  local  officers  rendered  separate  opin- 
ions. The  register  found  that  Kegler's  entry  should  be  passed  to  patent 
and  the  receiver,  that  the  same  should  be  canceled. 

No  further  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  by  the  said  parties  and 
on  January  19,  1587,  the  local  office  transmitted  the  record. 

Thereupon  your  office  by  the  decision  appealed  from  finding  the  only 
question  presented  to  be  "  as  to  the  right  if  any  of  the  company  ^  de- 
clined to  consider  the  respective  claims  of  Dunham  and  Kegler  and  re- 
jected the  company's  claim  to  the  tract  involved. 

From  the  said  decision  it  appears  that  the  tract  *'  is  within  the  forty 
mile  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  by  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat., 
365),  as  shown  by  map  of  general  route  filed  February  21, 1872,  and  by 
map  of  definite  location  filed  July  6»  1882,  at  which  dates  respectively 
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the  withdrawal  for  the  couipany  took  effect  and  its  right  to  lands  in  the 
granted  limits  attached." 

The  records  show  that  on  November  17, 1870,  John  Silverthorn  filed 
declaratory  statement  alleging  settlement  on  the  tract  April  1, 1870, 
aod  that  William  Ohnrch  filed  in  like  manner  on  March  23, 1872,  alleg- 
ing settlement  August  4, 1871. 

It  appears  that  Dunham  having  bought  the  improvements  of  a  prior 
occupant  went  on  the  land  in  the  spring  of  1875,  that  he  has  since  con- 
tinued to  live  thereon  and  that  his  improvements  valued  at  $1,500 
consist  mainly  of  a  log  house  about  eighteen  by  forty-two  feet,  a  frame 
house  sixteen  by  eighteen  feet,  stable,  chicken  house,  fencing  and  about 
thirty -five  acres  cultivated. 

Dunham  subsequently  bought  the  land  from  said  company  for  $480 
and  the  same  was  conveyed  to  him  by  deed  acknowledged  February  18, 
1885. 

Dunham  had  borrowed  the  said  purchase  money  firom  Kegler  to  whom 
he  executed  for  the  same,  a  mortgage  on  the  tract  dated  January  27, 
1885. 

During  April  or  May  following,  Kegler  hearing  that  the  company's 
title  to  the  land  was  doubtful,  made  said  homestead  entry  therefor. 

Kegler's  proof  sets  out  that  with  his  wife  and  two  children  he  resided 
on  the  land  continuously  from  about  September  25, 1885,  and  that  his 
improvements  valued  at  $2,200  comprise  a  frame  house,  bam,  corral, 
fencing,  water-ditch  and  fourteen  and  a  half  acres  cultivated. 

Your  office  found  that  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  withdrawal  on 
general  route  by  the  filings  of  Silverthorn  and  Church  and  also  from 
the  operation  of  the  grant  at  the  date  of  definite  location  by  the  <<  set 
tlement,  occupation  and  residence  "  of  Dunham. 

The  said  filings  being  of  record  and  prima  facie  valid  at  the  date  of 
the  withdrawal  on  general  route  it  was  correctly  held  by  your  office  that 
they  operated  to  except  the  land  therefrom.  Malone  v.  Union  Pacific 
Railway  Go.  (7  L.  D.,  13),  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Oompany  v.  Sto- 
venour,  decided  June  7, 1890  (10  L.  D.,  645). 

I  cannot,  however,  agree  with  the  conclusion  that  the  occupancy  of 
Dunham  excepted  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  on  definite 
location. 

Prior  to  the  Kegler  entry  in  July,  1885,  Dunham  had  asserted  no 
claim  under  the  settlement  laws  to  the  tract  involved.  This  with  his 
said  purchase  of  the  same  shows  that  at  the  time  when  its  rights  under 
the  grant  attached  Dunham  was  occupying  the  land  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  company's  title  and  with  the  obvious  intention  of  ultimately 
acquiring  the  same.  That  such  occupancy  could  not  prevent  the  at- 
tachment of  the  company's  rights  is,  I  think,  manifest. 

I  must,  therefore,  find  from  the  record  before  me  that  the  right  to  the 
land  in  question  passed  to  the  company  upon  the  definite  location  of 
its  line  of  road. 
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The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  reversed.    The  said  case 
of  Dunham  v,  Kegler  is  remaiided  for  appropriate  action  by  year  office. 


CEBTIORABI-APPEAL-HBS  JUDICATA. 
BOBEBT  H.  STEEYES. 

Certiorari  will  not  lie  where  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Department  ia  lost  through 
failure  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  office. 

An  application  for  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  if  it  appears  that  substantial  justice 
has  been  done  in  the  disposition  of  the  case  below. 

The  issuance  of  a  final  certificate  by  the  local  office,  can  not  be  set  up  by  the  entry- 
man  as  an  adjudication  that  precludes  such  office  from  rendering  a  decision  on  a 
hearing  subsequently  ordered  by  the  General  Land  Office. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 

24, 1890. 

Bobert  H.  Bteeves  has  applied  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  directing  your 
office  to  certify  to  the  Department  the  record  of  proceedings  in  the  case 
of  the  St.  Paul  &  Dnlath  Railroad  Company  v.  said  Steeves  (and 
others),  involving  the  SE.  I  of  the  NE.  \  of  Sec.  3,  T.  36,  E.  26,  Taylors 
Falls  land  district,  Minnesota. 

His  application  is  based  upon  the  allegation  that  your  office  decision 
of  August  20, 1890,  adverse  to  him,  in  summing  up  the  decision  of  Ihe 
register  and  receiver,  stated  that  it  held,  ^'  that  Steeves,  having  failed 
to  appear,  waived  his  claim,  and  that  final  certificate  should  be  issued 
npou  ihe  entry  of  Hoefb,^  when  in  fact  these  exa^t  words  are  not  to  be 
foand  in  said  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

The  finding  of  the  local  officers  was  in  favor  of  Hoefk  and  against 
Steeves^  and  in  the  report  of  proceedings  at  the  hearing,  prefixed  to 
their  decision,  they  state  that  Steeves  did  not  appear.  So,  while  the 
language  quoted  and  objected  to  by  counsel  for  Steeves  is  not  a  literal 
extract  from  the  opinion  of  the  local  officers,  it  is  a  coriect  summary  of 
the  £acts. 

Applicant  contends  that  as  <Hhe  register  and  receiver  had  issued 
final  certificate  to  Steeves  a  year  prior  thereto"  (to  the  hearing),  ^'so 
far  as  their  office  was  concerned  the  matter  as  between  Steeves  and 
Hoeft  was  res  jttdioata.^^  When  your  office  ordered  a  hearing  in  the 
case,  upon  the  conclusion  of  said  hearing  it  was  the  duty  of  the  local 
officers,  as  directed  by  your  office,  to  report  their  opinion  upon  the  evi- 
dence adduced ;  and  the  doctrine  of  res  jtbdioata  has  no  application  in 
the  premises. 

It  appears  that  Steeves  failed  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers;  and  that  for  this  reason  his  application  to  appeal  from  your 
office  decision  of  August  30, 1890,  was  denied ;  hence  this  application 
for  certiorari.    But  as  the  right  of  appeal  from  your  office  was  lost  by 
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the  failure  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  odicers,  au  applica- 
tioa  for  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  lie  (Blake  v.  Basp,  4  L.  D.,  277). 

The  application  might  very  properly  have  been  denied  becaase  not 
made  nnder  oath  (Rule  84  of  Practice) ;  also  because  no  copy  of  the  Com- 
missioner's decision,  complained  of,  is  furnished  (Smith  v,  Howe,  9  L.  D., 
648;  Lyman  0.  Dayton,  10  L.  D.,  159) ;  but  it  has  been  deemed  prefer- 
able to  consider  the  question  upon  its  merits.  Moreover^  ^^applica- 
tion  for  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  if  substantial  justice  has  been 
done''  (Reed  v.  Gasner,  9  L.  D.,  170 ;  Lyman  0.  Dayton,  10  L.  D.,  159 ; 
Stiles  V.  Newman,  10  L.  D.,  491 ;  Beuben  Spencer,  3  L.  D.,  503 ;  Dobbs 
Placer  Mine,  1  L.  D.,  565 ;  Tomay  v.  Stewart,  1 L.  D.,  570) ;  and  there  is 
no  showing — indeed,  no  allegation — in  the  case  at  bar  that  substantial 
justice  has  not  been  done. 

The  application  is  denied. 


CONTESTANT— PREFERENCE  RIGHT^NOTICE  OF  CANCELIiATION. 

EiBBE  V.  Bates  et  al. 

The  BQCoessfal  oontestaot  is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  the  receipt  of  notice  of  can- 
cellation within  which  to  exercise  the  preference  right  of  entry. 

The  entry  of  an  intervening  claimant  mast  he  canceled  if,  after  dne  notice,  he  fails 
to  show  sufficient  cause  why  the  right  of  the  sncoessfnl  contestant  shoold  not  be 
recognized. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  November  21, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Everett  W.  Kibbe  v.  Franklin  H.  Bates 
and  John  J.  Caldwell  on  the  appeal  of  Caldwell  from  the  ruling  an- 
nounced in  your  office  letter  '^  H  "  of  April  6, 1889,  to  the  effect  that 
Kibbe  would  be  allowed  to  make  entry  for  the  N.  i  SE.  ^  and  SW.  i 
SB.  4  and  SB.  J  SW.  i  of  Sec.  10  T.  17  S.,  B.  36  W.,  Wa-Keeuey,  Kan- 
sas land  district,  and  that  the  entry  of  Caldwell  for  said  land  woald  be 
canceled. 

Your  said  letter  sets  forth  substantially  the  record  and  history  of  the 
case. 

It  was  held  in  case  of  Eobertson  v.  Ball  et  al.,  (10  L.  D.,41),  that 
the  successful  contestant  is  entitled  to  thirty  days  from  the  receipt  of 
notice  of  cancellation  within  which  to  exercise  the  preference  right  of 
entry.  It  was  also  held  in  that  case  that  notice  should  be  given  the  in- 
tervening entryman  to  show  cause,  if  any,  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
canceled,  where  the  contestant  applies  to  make  entry  within  the  time 
fixed  by  law,  and  as  this  notice  has  been  given  and  no  sufficient  cause 
shown,  your  action  is  approved  and  your  instructions  to  the  local  officers 
as  per  said  letter  will  be  complied  with. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  GRANT—CEBTIFICATION— JURISI>ICTION. 

Smith  et  al.  v.  Portage  Lake  and  Lake  Superior  Ship 

Oanal  Oo. 

Under  a  grant  that  does  not  require  the  issaance  of  patent,  the  certification  of  lands 
is  equivalent  to  patent,  and  divests  the  Department  of  all  Jurisdiction  over  the 
lands,  or  the  title  thereto. 

Sach  a  certification  is  in  effect  a  decision  of  the  Department  that  the  lands  thus  certi- 
fied are  in  fact  subject  to  the  grant,  and  the  validity  of  such  action  can  only  be 
questioned  in  the  courts. 

Becretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Novem- 
ber 21, 1890. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Department  npon  the  appeal  of  Angus 
Smith  and  others  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  rejecting  their  appli- 
cations, presented  at  the  local  office  in  January  1887,  to  locate  Porter- 
field  scrip  upon  certain  tracts  of  land  which  had  been  selected  by  the 
Portage  Lake  and  Lake  Superior  Ship  Canal  Company,  under  the  grant 
of  March  3, 1865  (13  Stat.,  619),  and  which  were  approved  by  the  De- 
partment October  30, 1868. 

The  material  ground  of  error  alleged  is  in  holding  that  the  certificate  of 
these  lands  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  the  Canal  Company  vested  the 
title  in  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  the  company  and  deprived  the  Depart- 
ment of  all  jurisdiction  over  them.  The  reasons  assigned  in  support  of 
said  allegations  of  error  are — (1)  that  said  selections  were  not  nearest  to 
the  location  of  the  canal,  and  had  been  designated  as  '<  mineral  ^  before 
the  passage  of  the  act,  and  not  being  the  lands  granted,  the  certifica- 
tion of  the  Secretary  was  absolutely  null  and  void,  and  (2)  because  the 
certification  of  these  lands  is  not  equivalent  to  a  patent. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1865,  swpra^  granted  to  the  State  of  Michigan,  for 
the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  said  canal,  two  hundred 
thousand  acres  of  land  in  the  upper  peninsula  of  said  State.  The  sec- 
ond section  of  said  act  is  as  follows : 

That  there  he,  and  herehy  is,  granted  to  the  said  State  of  Michigan,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  aiding  said  State  in  constructing  and  completing  a  harbor  and  ship-canal  to 
connect  the  waters  of  Lake  Superior  with  the  waters  of  Portage  Lake,  two  hundred 
thousand  acres  of  public  lands,  to  be  selected  in  subdivisions  agreeable  to  the  United 
States  survey,  by  an  agent  or  agents  appointed  by  the  governor  of  said  state,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  from  any  lands  in  the  upper  peniu- 
snla  of  said  State,  subject  to  private  entry  :  Provided^  That  said  selections  shall  be 
made  from  alternate  and  odd -numbered  sections  of  land  nearest  the  location  of  said 
canal  in  said  upper  peninsula,  not  otherwise  appropriated,  and  not  from  lands  des- 
ignated by  the  United  States  as  '  mineral'  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  nor  from 
lands  to  which  the  rights  of  pre-emption  or  homestead  have  attached. 

The  approval  of  these  selections  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  decision  by  that  official  that  the  lands  so 
selected  were  the  odd  numbered  sections  nearest  the  location  of  said 
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canal,  not  otherwise  appropriated,  and  that  said  lands  were  subject  to 
selection  under  the  terms  of  the  grant.  Although  this  certification 
might  have  been  erroneous,  and  although  it  might  now  appear  that 
there  were  at  the  date  of  selection  lands  nearer  to  the  location  of  the 
canal  than  those  selected  which  had  not  been  appropriated,  yet  the  ap- 
proval and  certification  having  been  made  in  the  exercise  of  the  juris- 
diction  of  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether  said  selections  were  an- 
appropriated  lands  nearest  the  location  of  the  canal,  removed  from  the 
Department  all  further  jurisdiction  over  those  lands,  and  the  validity 
of  said  certification  could  thereafter  only  be  questioned  in  the  courts. 

Whether  the  lands  selected  were  of  <'  lands  nearest  the  location  of 

said  canal not  otherwise  appropriated,"  was  a  question 

of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  that  determination  was 
made  by  his  approval  of  the  list  of  selections  and  the  certification 
thereof  to  the  State. 

The  act  excepted  from  the  grant  all  lands  <<  designated  by  the  United 
States  as  '  mineral '  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act.''  It  is  therefore 
contended  that,  as  these  lands  had  been  so  designated,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  they  actually  contained  mineral  or  not ;  that  if  they  had  been 
designated  as  mineral  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  they  were  ex- 
pressly excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  the  certification 
of  such  lands  was  an  absolute  nullity.  The  language  of  the  act  will 
reasonably  bear  a  different  construction.  The  lands  may  at  one  time 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  have  been  designated  as  mineral,  and 
yet  that  designation  may  also  have  been  changed  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act,  and  may  have  been  designated  and  known  to  be  non -mineral. 
I  do  not  think  the  mere  fact  that  the  lands  had  once  been  designated 
as  mineral  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  would  except  them  from  the 
operation  of  the  grant,  if  that  designation  had  been  afterwards  changed 
and  they  were  known  to  be  non-mineral  prior  to  that  date.  Withont 
determining  this  question,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  may  have  been 
presented  to  the  mind  of  the  Secretary  when  the  lands  were  certified, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  the  lands 
had  been  properly  selected  the  statute  may  have  been  so  construed. 

It  appears  that  these  lands  had  at  one  time  been  designated,  in  com- 
mon with  a  large  tract  of  country  in  the  upper  peninsula  of  Michigan, 
as  mineral  lands,  but  In  1851  they  were  offered  at  public  sale  under  the 
proclamation  of  the  President.  I^o  information  is  contained  in  the  let- 
ter of  your  office,  or  in  the  appeal  and  argument  of  the  appellants,  as 
to  whether  these  lands  are  actually  mineral  in  character,  but  it  may  be 
assumed  that  they  are  not,  otherwise  they  would  not  be  subject  to 
these  locations,  even  if  they  were  public  lands.  Whether  the  true  char, 
acter  of  these  lands  had  been  ascertained  prior  to  the  date  of  the  grant, 
I  am  unable  to  determine,  but  from  all  the  facts  before  me  I  am  satis- 
fied that  the  approval  of  these  selections  removed  from  the  Department 
all  further  jurisdiction  over  them,  and  there  was  no  error  in  the  decis- 
ion of  your  office  rejecting  said  applications. 
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The  granting  act  contains  no  provision  requiring  the  issaance  of  pat- 
ents for  the  lands  selected,  bat  simply  that  said  selections  shall  be 
made  by  an  agent  or.  agents  appointed  by  the  State,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This  approval  is  the  only 
act  required  to  divest  the  government  of  the  title  to  the  land  selected, 
and  to  invest  that  title  in  the  State,  and  it  is  therefore  the  equivalent 
of  patent  Garrlques  v,  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Com- 
pany, 6  L.  D.,  643 ;  Frasher  v.  CKOonnor,  116  U.  S,,  102. 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  take  any  action  in  this  decision  upon  the 
question  as  to  whether  any  steps  should  be  taken  looking  to  the  can- 
cellation of  this  certification  by  the  courts,  in  the  absence  of  direct 
action  thereon  by  your  office.  If  such  action  should  be  deemed  advisa- 
ble, it  may  be  presented  hereafter. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


MOTION  POB  REVIEW. 
OBAWFOED  V.  FERaUSON. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  the  departmental  decision  rendered  March 
7, 1890, 10  L.  D.,  274,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  November  22, 1890. 


FBB-EMPnON— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS-SECTION  d»69  R.  S. 

ORVIS  V.  BiRTCH  BT  AL. 

A  setdemenfc  on  land  that  is  nnder  reservation  confers  no  right  of  pre-emption,  and  if 
the  settler  dies,  while  the  land  is  in  such  condition,  his  heirs  have  no  right  thereto 
that  can  he  perfected,  nnder  section  2269  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  after  the  land 
is  restored  to  the  pnhlic  domain. 

The  right  to  amend  a  declaratory  statement  can  not  be  exercised  in  the  presence  of 
a  valid  intervening  adverse  claim. 

First  AsHstant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  NTovember  22, 1890. 

These  cases  involve  the  rights  of  the  several  parties  under  their  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  S.  J  SW.  i,  NW,  J  SW.  i  and  SW.  J  N  W.  J  of 
Sec.  22,  T.  46  N.,  R.  8  W.,  N.  M.  P.  M.,  Lake  City,  Colorado,  embraced  in 
the  declaratory  statement  of  Lewis  F.  Orvis,  as  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  A.  H.  Jarvis,  deceased. 

The  flrst  case  arose  npon  the  application  of  Martin  Birtch  to  make 
final  proof  under  his  declaratory  statement,  covering  the  S.  i  of  the 
SW.  4  of  said  Sec.  22,  and  other  land  in  Sec.  27,  which  was  offered 
November  27,  1886,  when  Orvis,  administrator,  appeared  and  protested 
against  the  allowance  of  said  proof,  on  the  ground  of  prior  settlement 
as  to  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  22. 
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The  second  case  arose  upon  the  application  of  Orvis;  administrator, 
to  make  final  proof  in  support  of  the  claim  of  the  heirs  of  A.  H.  Jar?i«, 
deceased,  for  the  land  covered  by  the  declaratory  statement  of  Orvis, 
adm'r,  aforesaid^  which  was  offered  March  14, 1887,  when  Birtch,  Wil- 
liam Bothwell,  and  James  W.  Austin,  each  protested  against  the  allow- 
ance of  the  entry  for  said  heirs,  denying  their  right  to  make  entry  of 
said  tract.  The  claims  of  the  several  protestants  under  their  respective 
filings  conflicted  with  the  claim  of  Orvis,  administrator,  as  follows: 

The  conflict  between -Orvis,  administrator,  and  Birtchis  as  to  theS.  i 
of  the  8 W.  i  of  Sec.  22,  and  between  Orvis,  administrator,  and  Both- 
well  and  Austin  it  is  as  to  the  NW.  i  of  the  SW.  i  and  the  S  W.  i  of  the 
NW.  ^  of  said  section. 

On  March  16, 1887,  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision  in  &vor  of 
Birtch,  and  on  April  4,  thereafter,  Orvis  filed  a  motion  for  review  thereof 
and  at  the  same  time  asked  to  amend  his  declaratory  statement  so  as  to 
claim  the  land  in  his  own  right  instead  of  as  administrator.  On  April 
18, 1887,  the  local  officers  overruled  both  motions,  and  on  April  20,  they 
passed  upon  the  final  proof  submitted  by  Orvis,  and  rendered  jodgiueDt 
denying  his  right  to  make  entry  of  the  land,  either  as  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  Jarvis,  or  in  his  own  right,  and  the  entire  record  was  trans- 
mitted  to  your  office.  From  the  action  of  the  local  officers  Orvis  ap- 
pealed, both  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Jarvis  and  in  his  individual 
right. 

On  May  4, 1889,  you  affirmed  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver 
rejecting  the  proof  of  Orvis  in  the  case  of  Orvis,  administrator,  v,  Birtch, 
and  in  rejecting  the  application  of  Orvis  to  amend  so  as  to  claim  in  his 
own  right,  and  held  his  filing  for  cancellation,  also  upholding  their  de- 
cision allowing  the  proof  of  Birtch  in  the  case  of  Birtch  et  dL  v.  Orvis. 
From  this  judgment  Orvis,  administrator,  appealed,  assigning  the  fol- 
lowing grounds  of  error : 

First.  In  holding  that  on  May  24th,  1886,  there  was  no  right  of  pre-emption  exist- 
ing in  Orvis  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Jarvis,  deceased. 

Second.  In  holding  that  on  May  liM,  1886,  there  were  no  rights  existing  in  the  bein 
of  Jarvis,  deceased,  hy  reason  of  their  long  and  continued  residence,  which  could 
antedate  the  claimed  rights  of  Birtch. 

Third.  In  denying  Orvis'  application  to  amend  his  declaratory  statement  to  read 
in  his  own  right,  as  such  privilege  is  clearly  due  him  by  reason  of  his  prior  settle- 
ment and  claim  to  the  land  in  conflict,  and 

Fourth.  In  holding  either  as  a  matter  of  fact  or  of  law  that  Birtch,  Bothwell  or 
Austin,  or  either  of  them,  had  any  rights  which  could  defeat  Orvis,  either  in  his  own 
right,  or  in  his  administrative  capacity.  The  contrary  is  shown  by  the  facts  in  tbe 
testimony  and  law  cited  in  our  brief. 

The  controlling  issue  in  this  case,  so  far  as  it  aftects  the  claim  of  tbe 
heirs  of  Jarvis,  i«,  whether  a  settlement  mscde  on  land  not  subject  to 
settlement  and  entry  by  or.e  who  dies  while  the  land  is  so  reserved, 
will  entitle  the  heirs  of  such  settler  to  the  right  to  make  pre-emption 
entry  of  said  land  after  its  restoration  to  the  public  domain,  by  virtae 
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of  such  settlement,  mider  the  provisions  of  section  2269  of  the  Bevised 
fitatates,  which  reads  as  follows : 

Where  a  party  entitled  to  claim  the  benefits  of  the  pre-emption  la  we  diea  before 
consummating  his  claim,  by  filing  in  due  time  all  the  papers  essential  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  same,  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  snch  party,  or  one  of  the  heirs,  to  fil^the  necessary  papers  to  complete  the 
same ;  but  the  entry  in  snch  cases  shall  be  made  in  favor  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased 
pre-emptoT,  and  a  patent  thereon  shall  canse  the  title  to  inure  to  snch  heirs,  as  if 
their  names  had  been  specially  mentioned. 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  are  fally  and  correctly  set  forth  in  the 
decision  of  yoor  ofilce  of  May  4, 1889,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken. 
By  reference  thereto,  it  appears  that  the  land  was  originally  within  the 
Ute  Indian  reservation,  and  so  continued  antil  the  act  of  June  15, 1880 
(21  Stat.,  199),  when  it  was  set  apart  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of 
the  |>eople  as  a  public  park.  This  last  reservation  continued  until  it 
was  restored  to  the  public  domain  by  the  act  of  May  14, 1884  (23  Stat., 
22).  It  further  appears  that  Jarvis  moved  on  the  land,  August  3, 1877, 
while  it  was  so  reserved,  and  continued  to  reside  thereon  with  his  wife 
and  child,  and  to  improve  the  tract  until  February  14, 1879,  when  he 
died.  His  widow  and  child  continued  to  reside  upon  the  laud,  and  in 
June,  1882,  she  married  Orvis,  who  took  up  his  residence  on  the  tract, 
and  continued  the  same  up  to  the  time  of  hearing,  March  14, 1887. 

The  exemption  of  this  tract  from  pre-emption  or  settlement  by  reason 
of  its  being,  first,  a  part  of  the  Ute  Indian  reservation  and  its  subse- 
quent dedication  as  a  public  park  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  existed 
at  the  date  of  Jarvis'  settlement,  and  continued  to  be  so  reserved  until 
May  14, 1884,  supra^  when  it  was  restored  to  the  public  domain  ;  but 
the  subdivisional  plat  of  survey  was  not  filed  in  the  local  office  until 
April  24, 1886. 

Not  only  was  this  land  exempt  from  pre-emption  entry  or  settlement 
under  the  general  law,  by  reason  of  such  reservation  (2258  Bevised 
Statutes),  but  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  supra^  expressly  reserved  this 
land  from  settlement,  occupancy  or  sale,  and  declared  that  all  persons 
who  locate  or  settle  upon  or  occupy  any  part  of  said  land  are  trespass- 
ers, and  provide  for  their  removal. 

Jarvis  died  in  1879,  while  the  land  was  in  reservation,  and  having 
acquired  no  right  himself  by  virtue  of  his  settlement,  he  had  ''  no  estate 
in  the  land  that  he  can  devise  by  will,  or  which,  in  case  of  his  death, 
will  pass  to  his  heirs  at  law."    Buxton  v.  Traver,  130  U.  S.,  232. 

If  the  heirs  of  Jarvis  have  any  right  by  virtue  of  his  settlement,  it 
must  be  under  section  2269  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

But  in  the  case  of  Buxton  v.  Traver,  supray  it  was  held  that  ^<  Section 
2269  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  has  no  application  to  the  case  of  a  settler 
who  dies  before  the  time  arrives  when  the  papers  necessary  to  establish 
a  pre-emption  right  can  be  filed."  This  ruling  is  directly  decisive  of  the 
question  involved  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  it  must  be  controlled  thereby. 

The  rule  invoked  by  appellant,  to  the  effect  that,  although  a  person 
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can  acquire  no  ri^ht  against  the  government  by  settlement  upon  segre- 
gated or  reserved  lands,  yet  as  between  such  settlers  and  another  claim- 
ant priority  of  settlement  will  be  considered,  can  only  apply  where 
adverse  claimants  having  the  right  to  enter  are  on  the  land  claiming  it 
at  the  time  when  it  is  restored  to  the  public  domain,  and  becomes  sub- 
ject to  settlement  and  entry. 

At  the  time  this  land  became  subject  to  settlement  and  entry,  the 
widow  of  Jarvis  had  married,  and  her  child  was  a  minor.  Neither  she 
nor  the  child  was  then  qualiiied  to  make  entry,  but  Orvis,  if  otherwise 
qualified,  might  by  virtue  of  his  settlement  at  that  time  have  filed  for 
the  land  in  his  own  right,  and  the  question  of  priority  would  then  have 
been  between  himself  and  Birtch,  as  to  one  part  of  the  tract,  and  be- 
tween himself  and  Austin  and  Both  well,  as  to  the  other.  But  he  failed 
to  file  a  declaratory  statement  in  his  own  name,  and  when  he  applied  to 
amend  his  filing  so  as  to  claim  the  tract  in  his  individual  right,  the  right 
of  Birtch,  Austin  and  Both  well  had  attached  by  their  filings,  made 
within  three  months  from  the  filing  of  the  township  plat  in  the  local 
office,  and  the  application  to  so  amend  his  declaratory  statement  was 
therefore  properly  rejected. 

I  find  no  error  in  the  decision  of  your  office,  and  it  is  affirmed  apon 
each  and  all  of  the  points  therein  decided. 


PBACnCE-PETITION  FOR  RB-REVTEW. 

Beeves  v.  Emblen. 

A  petition  for  re-review  that  presents  no  suggestions  of  facts,  or  points  of  law,  that 
have  not  already  been  considered  in  the  case  will  not  be  granted. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commiaaioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Novem- 
ber 24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  petition  filed  by  Bufus  H.  Thayer,  attorney  for 
George  F.  Emblen  (not  Beeves,  as  stated  in  your  office  letter  dated 
June  11, 1890),  asking  for  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment, dated  May  23, 1890  (10  L.  D.,  600),  in  the  case  of  David  W. 
Beeves  v.  George  P.  Emblen,  involving  the  NW  J  of  Sec.  23,  T.  2  K, 
B.  48  W.,  Denver,  Colorado,  in  which  the  Department  refused  to  review 
and  change  the  departmental  decision  dated  November  27^  1889  (9  L. 
D.,  584),  declining  to  revoke  the  decision  of  your  office  ordering  a  hear- 
ing upon  the  contest  affidavit  filed  by  said  Beeves  against  Emblen's 
commuted  homestead  entry  No.  11,579  of  said  land. 

The  ground  of  said  petition  for  review  is,  that  the  Department  erred 
in  not  finding  that  the  allegations  in  the  contest  affidavit  of  said  Beeves 
were  identical  with  the  allegations  in  the  former  contest  of  McCne 
against  said  entry,  which  having  been  finally  acyudicated  in  favor  of 
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the  entrymau,  was  conclasive  against  any  sabseqaent  contest  based 
npon  the  same  allegations. 

The  record  shows  that  npon  the  petition  of  Bmblen  a  writ  of  certio- 
rari was  awarded,  directed  that  the  record  in  the  case  of  Beeves  v.  Em- 
blen,  and  also  in  the  case  of  Frank  McOne  against  Emblen,  involving 
the  tatter's  homestead  entry,  decided  September  15, 1888,  ^^be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Department  for  consideration."  (8  L.  D.,  444.)  It  was 
expressly  stated  in  said  decision  granting  the  certiorari  that,  ^'  it  does 
not  clearly  appear  that  the  charges  contained  in  the  contest  of  McOue 
cover  all  the  grounds  alleged  in  Beeves'  contest,"  and  the  writ  was 
allowed,  because  of  the  allegation  of  the  applicant  that  he  ^^met  and 
overcame  each  and  every  charge  that  is  now  made  by  Beeves,"  and 
also  because  '^  proof  might  have  been  offered  in  said  case  upon  all 
issues  presented  in  Beeves'  contest." 

Upon  the  transmission  of  the  record,  the  Department,  on  llovember 
27, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  584),  after  reciting  the  record  facts,  and  referring 
specially  to  the  decision  of  the  Department  holding  that  *^  Emblen 
should  not  be  required  to  defend  against  charges  that  had  previously 
been  in  issue  and  passed  upon  by  the  Department,"  stated  that  the 
record  had  been  carefully  examined,  and  nothing  appears  that  indicates 
an  abuse  of  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  in  ordering  said  hear- 
ing, nor  was  there  such  a  state  of  facts  as  would  justify  the  Department 
in  interfering  with  said  order  directing  a  hearing. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  granting  said  writ  does  not  purport 
to  decide  upon  the  merits  of  the  question  only  so  far  as  to  direct  that 
the  record  be  transmitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  Department. 

The  departmental  decision  of  l^ovember  27, 1889,  quotes  from  your 
office  decision  of  January  17, 1889,  giving  the  allegations  of  Beeves' 
contest,  which  are  precisely  the  same  as  those  contained  in  the  certified 
copy  of  the  contest  affidavit  of  Beeves,  filed  by  said  Emblen  with  his 
said  petition.  Afterwards,  Emblen  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  said 
departmental  decision,  alleging  that  ^^the  question  in  issue  was  over- 
looked," and  that  the  Department,  not  having  a  copy  of  Beeves'  affida- 
vit of  contest,  could  not  have  had  an  accurate  knowledge  of  its  contents. 
But  the  Department  denied  the  motion,  and  held  ^^  that  the  question  as 

to  the  charges  in  these  two  contests  being  the  same was  not 

overlooked,  but  was  carefully  considered,"  and  that  there  was  "  no  good 
reason  for  setting  aside  the  decision  complained  of." 

The  petition  for  re-review  presents  no  suggestions  of  fact,  or  points 
of  law,  which  have  not  already  been  considered  in  the  case,  and  there- 
fore it  can  not  be  granted.  Neff  v,  Cowhick,  8  L.  D.,  Ill ;  Dayton  v. 
Dayton,  9  L.  D.^  93 ;  Anderson  et  al.  v.  Byam  et  aL,  id.,  295  j  Frost  et 
aU  V.  Wenie,  id.,  688 ;  Spicer  et  al  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  11  L. 
D.  349. 

Besides,  upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  record,  no  error  appears 
in  the  departmental  decision  sought  to  be  revoked.  Said  petition  is 
therefore  dismissed. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT-WITHDBAWAL-SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS-SEIiECTIOy. 

NOBTHEBN  PACIFIO  B.  B.  OO.  t^.  EdWABD  MiLLBB. 

A  yalid  settlement  right,  existiog  at  date  of  withdrawal  on  general  ronte,  excepts 
the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  said  withdrawal,  and  such  land 
is  thereafter  open  to  settlement  or  entry  by  the  first  legal  applicant. 

The  existence  of  a  valid  settlement  claim  at  date  of  definite  location  excepts  the 
land  included  therein  from  the  grant,  and  the  failure  of  the  settler  to  place  his 
claim  of  record  cannot  be  called  in  question  by  the  company. 

No  rights  are  aoqnired  by  the  **  selection  "  of  land  within  granted  limits,  as  the  nght, 
of  the  company  is  determined  by  the  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  the  grant  be- 
comes effective  by  definite  location. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  November 

24,  IftOO. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
V,  Edward  Miller,  as  presented  .by  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  tho 
decision  of  yoar  office,  dated  March  23, 1889,  rejecting  its  claim  to  the 
SWJ  of  the  SWi  of  Sec.  19,  T.  13  K.,  R.  19  W.,  Helena,  Montana. 

The  facts  are  fully  set  out  in  said  decision,  from  which  it  appears  that 
said  tract  is  in  an  odd-nambered  section  within  the  withdrawal  on  gen- 
eral route  of  February  21,  1872,  and  also  within  the  primary  limits  of 
the  grant  to  said  company  by  aet  of  Congress  approved  July  2, 1864  (13 
Stats.,  365),  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  on  July  6, 
1882;  that  on  September  18, 1871,  one  Dennis  K  Butler  filexl  pre-emp- 
tion declaratory  statement  No.  1964,  for  certain  tracts  in  said  section 
alleging  settlement  thereon  September  14,  same  year,  and  on  July  20, 
1872,  filed  his  amendatory  declaratory  statement  No.  2726,  embracing 
the  tract  in  question,  alleging  settlement  on  the  same  day  as  in  his  first 
filing;  that  on  November  9, 1885,  said  Miller  made  homestead  entry 
No>  2975,  of  the  SEJ  of  the  NW J  and  the  B^  of  the  S WJ  of  said  sec- 
tion, alleging  settlement  *'  in  May,  1878,"  and  on  April  8, 1886,  applied 
to  amend  said  entry  so  as  to  cover  the  tract  in  question,  which  was 
pending  when  "  The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  selected  the 
WJ  SWJ,  19,  July  28, 1886,  list  No.  11;"  that  on  June  16,  1888,  yonr 
office  ordered  a  hearing  to  determine  the  status  of  said  tract  at  the  dat6 
of  said  withdrawal,  and  also,  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  said 
road;  that  a  hearing  was  duly  had  at  which  both  parties  were  repre- 
sented, and,  upon  the  evidence  submitted  thereat,  the  local  officers 
found  that  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  withdrawal  on  general 
route  by  the  settlement  of  said  Butler,  and  from  the  grant  by  the  set- 
tlement of  said  Miller,  and  <<  that  the  railroad  selection  should  be  can- 
celed and  Miller  allowed  to  amend  his  homestead  entry." 

On  appeal,  your  office  affirmed  the  findings  of  the  local  office  and  held 
said  <<  selection "  for  cancellation  to  the  extent  of  the  land  in  oontr^- 
versy. 
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It  is  insisted  by  the  company  in  its  appeals  that  it  was  error  to  hold 
that  *^  the  pre-emption  of  Batler  excepted  the  tract  from  the  withdrawal 
on  general  route,''  or  ^^  that  the  settlement  of  Miller  excepted  the  laud 
from  the  grant  on  definite  location,"  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  land, 
upon  the  abandonment  by  Batler,  became  reserved  from  sale  and  entry, 
except  by  the  company,  under  the  provision  of  the  sixth  section  of  said 
granting  act    This  contention  cannot  be  maintained. 

Said  granting  act  is  in  prcesenti,  and  the  withdrawal  on  general  route 
took  effect  upon  ^'  the  odd  sections  hereby  granted"  at  the  date  thereof, 
and  if  the  odd  sections  or  any  part  thereof  were  excepted  from  said 
withdrawal,  then  they  became  subject  to  settlement  or  entry  by  the  first 
legal  applicant.  If  the  odd  sections  are  not  mineral  and  are  <^  free  from 
pre-emption,  or  other  claims  or  rights  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road 
is  definitely  fixed,  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Oommis- 
sioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,"  they  pass  under  the  express  terms 
of  the  grant  to  the  company.  (See  sections  3  and  6  of  the  granting 
act.) 

But  it  must  be  held  that  the  valid  settlement  of  Butler  excepted  the 
tract  in  question  from  said  legislative  withdrawal  of  1872.  (Harris  v. 
Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  264 ;  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Evans,  7  L.  D.,  131,  and  the  numerous  departmental  decisions  therein 
cited.) 

Since  said  tract  was  settled  upon  and  occupied  by  said  Miller,  while 
the  same  was  subject  to  settlement  and  entry,  and  said  settlement  and 
occupancy  being  valid  and  continuing  at  the  date  of  definite  location, 
served  to  except  the  tract  from  the  grant  to  the  company,  and  the  fail- 
ure of  the  entryman  to  place  his  claim  of  record  cannot,  be  called  in 
question  by  the  company.  (Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerry,  10  L.  D,, 
290 ;  Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  id.,  427;  Northern  Pac.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Anrys,  8  L.  D.,  362). 

It  is  stated  in  your  office  decision  that  said  tract  was  **  selected  "  by 
the  company.  This  could  give  the  company  no  advantage,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  prior  application  of  Miller  to  amend  his  homestead  entry 
reserved  said  tract,  and  also  because  being  in  the  granted  limits  the 
land  either  passed  by  the  grant  to  the  company  or  was  excluded  there- 
from. (Roeschlaub  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  6  L.  D.,  750;  Northern 
Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  7  L.  D.,  357). 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole  record,  no  error  appears  in 
the  findings  of  the  local  office  and  the  conclusions  of  your  office.  Said 
decision  is  accordingly  afiirmed. 
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TIMBER  JjAHTDS-^ACT  OF  JXTNE  8,  1878-JTJllISDICTION. 

United  States  v.  Montoombbt  et  al. 

Timbered  land  that  is  fit  for  onltlyation  by  ordinary  agrionltaral  piocesB,  wben  Ili« 
timber  is  removedi  is  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878. 

Until  patent  issues,  the  Department  has  authority  to  cancel  an  entry  on  sufficient 
proof  that  the  land  is  not  subject  to  such  appropriation,  or  that  the  oitry  is  in 
fraud  of  the  law. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  OammisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  November 

24,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  J.  B.  Montgomery, 
E.  W.  Bingham,  H.  W.  Bogers,  Hamilton  Knott  and  Ziba  M.  La  Bne, 
as  presented  by  the  appeals  of  the  latter  from  the  decision  of  your  office, 
dated  Jnne  21,  1888,  holding  for  cancellation  the  following  timber 
land  entries,  in  the  Vancouver  land  district,  in  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, namely:  No.  2024,  of  the  SW^  of  Sec.  10,  made  October  28, 
1882,  by  said  Montgomery ;  No.  2025,  of  the  8  ^  of  N£  ^  and  N  ^  of  SE  | 
of  Sec.  10,  made  December  13,  1882,  by  said  Bingham ;  "So.  2046,  of 
the  W^  of  NE  i  and  E  ^  of  NW  ^  of  Sec.  22,  made  December  13, 
1882,  by  said  Bogers ;  No.  2132,  of  the  W.  i  of  NE.  i  and  B.  ^  of  N W.j 
of  Sec.  18,  made  June  2, 1883,  by  said  Knott ;  and  No.  2133  of  theNVY.i 
of  Sec.  28,  made  Jnne  2, 1883,  by  said  La  Bue— all  of  said  entries  being 

in  township  9  north  of  range  1  west. 
The  local  officers  rendered  an  elaborate  and  exhaustive  decision,  in 

which  they  state  that  all  of  said  entries  were  held  for  cancellation  for 
fraud,  ^Hhe  first  three  upon  the  reports  of  Special  Agent  S.  P.  O.  Stabbs, 
made  October  30,  and  November  3, 1885,  and  the  last  two  upon  the  re- 
ports of  Special  Agent  J.  A.  Munday,  made  March  8,  and  9, 1886;"  that 
hearings  were  ordered  by  your  office  letters,  dated  April  2,  and  June  14, 
1886,  which  were  had,  beginning  on  September  20,  and  ending  October 
9, same  year;  that  said  Special  Agent  Munday  represented  the  Uoited 
States  at  said  hearing,  and  the  defendants  were  represented  by  counsel, 
who  were  duly  authorized  so  to  do ;  that  following  the  ruling  in  the  case 
of  George  W.  Macey  et  al,  (5  L.  D.,  52),  the  local  officers  considered  all 
of  said  cases  in  one  decision,  because  the  entries  were  all  made  under 
the  same  act,  involve  the  same  questions,  affect  the  same  parties  in  in- 
terest, and  are  deemed  ^^  as  integral  parts  of  a  general  scheme,  designed 
to  vest  in  one  and  the  same  individual  title  to  a  large  body  of  land/' 
and  that  it  was  not  possible  to  properly  understand  the  bearing  of  said 
entries  upon  each  other,  except  by  considering  them  together.  The 
local  officers  held  that  said  cases  involved  but  two  points:  (1)  Would 
the  lands  in  question  be  unfit  for  cultivation  if  cleared  t  and  (2)  Were 
the  entries  made  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  one  and  the  sain6 
party  as  alleged  by  the  government  ?  that  the  defendants  might  insist 
that  there  was  a  third  question  involved,  namely :  whether  the  lands 
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are  valaable  chiefly  for  timber,  bat  the  local  officers  thought  that  it  was 
unnecessary  to  consider  said  question^  for  the  reason  that  it  may  be 
presumed  that  said  lands  were  valuable  for  timber,  for,  if  otherwise, 
^< defendant,  Montgomery,  would  not  have  sought  title  to  them  for  that 
purpose,  and  under  the  timber  act ;"  that  it  was  clearly  shown  that  the 
value  of  the  land  for  timber  is  only  prospective,  and  will  depend  upon 
transportation  to  be  supplied  in  the  future ;  that  if  a  way  of  transpor* 
tation  of  said  timber  be  opened  up,  it  would  enhance  the  value  of 
the  lands  for  agriculture,  and  the  sale  of  the  timber  on  said  lands 
would  furnish  funds  sufficient  in  whole  or  part  to  pay  the  expense  of 
clearing  the  land  and  fitting  it  for  cultivation;  that  it  matters  not 
bow  dense  or  valuable  the  growth  of  timber  may  be  on  said  lands,  if, 
when  cleared,  it  would  not  be  under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^'  unfit  for  cul- 
tivation," and  that  the  only  questions  properly  before  the  local  officers 
were,  (1)  the  fitness  of  the  lands  for  cultivation,  and  (2)  were  the  entries 
made  fraudulently.  The  local  officers  reviewed  at  length  the  evidence 
submitted,  quoting  freely  &om  the  testimony  of  the  witness  for  the  gov- 
ernment and  for  the  defendants,  and  decided  ^*  that  it  is  evident  that 
the  lands  in  controversy  are  clearly  susceptible  of  cultivation  when  the 
timber  is  removed,"  citing  as  authority  the  cases  of  Spithill  v.  Gowen 
(2  L.  D.,  631),  and  Bowland  v,  Clemens  (id.,  633).  Upon  the  question 
of  fraud  the  local  officers  found  that  the  lands  covered  by  said  entries 
lie  conveniently  near  railroad  lands  and  other  entries  claimed  by  said 
Montgomery,  making  a  large  and  compact  body  of  land ;  that  final  proofs 
in  support  of  nearly  all  of  said  entries  were  made  by  George  F.  White 
and  Robert  Rockwell,  assisted  by  one  George  W.  Taylor,  who  was  *^  a 
member  of  White's  household,  and,  like  him,  a  professional  timber 
claim  witness ;"  that  it  was  upon  the  testimony  of  said  witness  that 
the  title  to  all  of  said  land  rested ;  that  said  White  ''  finally  became  so 
notorious  as  a  witness  in  supposed  fraudulent  timber  cases,  and  so  bold 
in  his  movements,  that  the  then  register  and  receiver  refused  to  accept 
any  further  final  proof  ftom  W^hite,"  and  advised  the  Department  that 
they  were  of  the  opinion  that  said  White  and  said  Montgomery,  together 
with  one  E.  W.  Bingham,  '^  were  conspirators  in  an  effort  to  secure  a 
large  body  of  timber  land  fraudulently."  The  local  officers  also  refer 
to  the  fact  that  final  proof  was  made  by  said  White  and  Bock  well  in 
support  of  the  timber  land  entry  in  Sec.  28,  T.  10  K,  K.  1  W.,  of  one  A. 
J.  Moss,  and  that  prior  to  making  said  proof  the  land  was  entered  under 
the  homestead  law  by  one  Woodward,  who  was  then  occupying  and 
successfully  cultivating  the  same ;  that  said  Taylor  was  indicted  for 
perjury  in  the  pre-emption  proof  in  support  of  cash  entry  No.  2652, 
made  by  Charles  L.  Large,  of  the  ISE.  ^  of  Sec.  12,  T.  9  K,  B.  1 E.,  which 
was  canceled  for  fraud,  together  with  several  other  oases,  all  of  which, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  local  officers,  ^^  throws  a  suspicion  over  all  testimony 
given  by  White  and  Taylor  and  Bockwell,  and  with  the  testimony  on 
behalf  of  plaintiff  overturns  the  prima  facie  CA^e  made  on  final  proof^ 
both  as  to  unfitness  for  cultivation  and  good  faith.'' 
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The  local  officers  further  find  that  the  witnesses  White  and  Taylor, 
in  the  case  of  Montgomery,  and  White  and  Kockwell,  in  the  La  Rue 
and  Knott  cases,  were  employed  and  paid  by  said  Montgomery,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  and  that  said  entries  were  made  by  parties  who 
knew  little  or  nothing  about  them,  and  ^^  who  were  in  the  employ  of  or 
indebted  to  J.  B.  Montgomery ;  that  shortly  after  making  final  proof 
said  La  Bue  and  Knott  conveyed  to  said  Montgomery,  for  the  sum  of 
one  dollar,  the  land  covered  by  their  respective  timber  entries ;  that 
said  White,  who  was  a  witness  to  the  final  proof  in  all  of  said  casea, 
was  also  the  chief  witness  for  the  defense,  and  guided  and  controlled 
the  other  witnesses,  nearly  all  of  whom  had  never  been  on  a  majority 
of  the  claims  prior  to  the  time  they  went  for  the  purpose  of  becoming 
witnesses,  and  saw  only  that  part  which  was  pointed  out  to  them  by 
said  White ;  that  none  of  the  enlrymen  attended  the  hearings,  except 
Montgomery,  who  did  not  testify,  and  Rogers,'  who  was  called  to  the 
witness-stand  by  the  United  States,  although  they  were  not  farther 
away  than  Portland,  Oregon.  The  local  officers  therefore  concluded 
from  the  testimony : 

(1)  That  the  lands  embraced  in  the  live  entries  herein  are  snsceptible  of  cultiva- 
tion by  ordinary  fanning  processes,  when  clenred,  and  hence  not  timber  lands  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June  3,  1878 ;  (2)  that  they  were  made  on  speculation,  and 
in  the  interest  of  J.  B.  Montgomery,  as  component  parts  of  a  general  scheme  to  secure 
to  himself  title  to  a  large  body  of  timbered  lands,  in  contravention  of  law. 

From  said  decision  of  the  local  officers  an  appeal  was  duly  taken  by 
said  Montgomery,  alleging  therein  several  specifications  of  error,  which 
may  be  grouped  under  three  heads,  namely : — 

1st.  Want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  local  office  to  render  any  decision  in 
the  premises,  for  the  reason  that  final  certificates  had  issued  for  the  land 
upon  proofs  regularly  submitted  and  decided  by  the  proper  tribunal  to 
be  sufficient. 

2d.  Error  in  finding  that  the  land  was  fit  for  cultivation  by  ordinary 
methods  of  agriculture,  and,  hence,  not  subject  to  entry  as  timber  land; 
and 

3d.  Error  in  holding  that  said  entries  were  made  with  fraudulent  in- 
tent, for  the  reason  that  the  notice  given  of  the  hearing  contained  no 
allegation  of  fraud,  or  notice  that  any  other  issue  would  be  tried  than 
"  the  character  of  the  land.'' 

Your  office,  on  June  21, 1888,  considered  said  appeal,  and  found  from 
the  testimony  that  the  land  embraced  in  said  entries  <^  would  be  suit- 
able for  cultivation  when  cleared ; "  that  the  effort  of  the  defense  to 
show  that  the  land  was  chiefly  valuable  for  the  timber  thereon,  if  suc- 
cessful, would  make  no  difi'erence,  since  it  was  shown  by  the  testimony 
that  the  lands,  if  cleared,  would  he  Jit  for  cultivation. 

Your  office  further  found  from  the  evidence,  that  said  Montgomery 
had  purchased  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  its  selec- 
tions in  said  township ;  that  the  final  proofs  in  nearly  all  of  the  timber 
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land  entries  in  said  township  were  made  by  one  George  F.  White  and  his 
assistants,  Bobert  Bockwell  and  George  W.  Taylor ;  that  said  White 
and  his  assistants  ^  ere  hired,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  by  said  Mont- 
gomery to  examine  lands  for  him  ;  that  said  White  was  the  chief  wit- 
ness for  the  defendants,  and  gnided  the  other  witnesses  in  making  an 
examination  of  said  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  witnesses  at  said 
hearings;  that  White's  testimony  in  said  final  proofs  was  impeached  at 
said  hearings;  that  one  of  said  entrymen,  Bingham,  was  the  attorney 
of  said  Montgomery  and  had  charge  of  the  completion  of  the  entries 
and  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  in  some  instances,  and  the 
question  is  asked :  <*  Why  did  not  Montgomery  testify  in  his  own  behalf, 
and  refute  the  charge  of  conspiracy,  or  why  did  he  not  put  the  entry- 
man  on  the  stand  for  the  same  purpose  t  ^ 

Your  ofiice  further  found  that  the  local  officers  had  jurisdiction  to 
determine  the  question  of  fraud,  for  the  reason  that  the  entrymen  were 
duly  advised  of  the  charges  contained  in  the  reports  of  the  special 
agents,  upon  which  their  said  entries  were  held  for  cancellation  under 
the  provisions  of  circulars  of  July  31, 1885  (4  L.  D.,  503),  and  May  24, 
1886  (id.,  545),  and  when  they  applied  for  hearings  the  parties  had 
already  been  advised  of  the  allegations  against  their  entries ;  that 
under  the  well  settled  ruling  of  the  Department,  until  the  issnance  of 
patent,  it  has  the  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  validity  of  any  entry, 
upon  any  charge  that  may  be  brought  against  it ;  that  the  testimony 
clearly  shows  that  the  lands  in  question  '<  when  cleared,  would  be  sus- 
fseptible  of  ordinary  cultivation,  and  are  not  therefore  such  lands  as 
are  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  and  further  that  said  en- 
tries were  procured  to  be  made  by  James  B.  Montgomery,  in  his  inter- 
est in  violation  of  law."  Said  entries  were  accordingly  held  for  can- 
cellation, and  said  Montgomery  duly  appealed  to  this  Department, 
alleging,  substantially,  the  same  errors  as  in  his  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  local  land  officers,  and  also  that  the  notice  for  hearing  contained 
no  suggestion  or  intimation  that  said  entries  were  fraudulent. 

On  February  27, 1890,  counsel  for  Montgomery  was  heard  orally  in 
support  of  said  appeal,  and  in  addition  to  the  points  specially  mentioned 
therein  contended  strenuously  that,  as  to  the  entries  of  Montgomery 
and  Bingham,  which  were  made  under  the  construction  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  timber  land  act  then  in  force,  they  ought  not  to  be  disturbed 
on  account  of  the  subsequent  change  of  ruling  by  the  Department ;  that 
the  rest  of  said  entries  should  be  allowed  to  go  to  patent,  for  the  reason 
that  the  lands  are  chiefly  valuable  for  timber  and  unfit  for  cultivation, 
and,  if  it  shall  be  adjudged  that  said  entries  would  be  fit  for  cultivation 
if  cleared,  then  the  Department  should  return  to  its  former  ruling  and 
make  the  value  of  the  tract  for  the  timber  or  stone,  at  the  date  of  the 
sale  thereof,  the  criterion  in  determining  whether  it  is  subject  to  sale 
under  said  act;  that  the  record  fails  to  show  that  there  was  any  fraud 
committed  by  said  entrymen  in  making  said  entries. 
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The  act  of  Gongress,  approved  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.  89),  is  entitled, 
"An  act  for  the  sale  of  timber  lands  in  the  States  of  California,  Oregon, 
lifevada,  and  in  Washington  Territory.''  The  first  section  provides  that 
the  surveyed  pablic  lands  of  the  United  States  within  said  States,  not 
reserved, 

Valuable  chiefly  for  timber,  bat  nnfit  for  oaltivation,  and  which  have  not  been 
offered  at  pablic  sale  according  to  law,  may  be  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  Slates 
or  persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  snob,  in  qnantities  not  ex« 
ceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  to  any  one  person  or  association  of  persons,  at 
the  minimum  price  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre,  and  lands  valuable  chiefly 
for  stone  may  be  sold  on  the  same  terms  as  timber  lands. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  provides  that  any  person  wishing  to 
purchase  timber  or  stone  land — 

Shall  file  with  the  register  of  the  proper  district  a  written  statement  and  dupli- 
cate, one  of  which  is  to  be  transmitted  to  the  General  Land  Office,  designating  by 
legal  subdivisions  the  particular  tract  of  land  he  desires  to  purchase,  setting  forth 
that  the  same  is  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber  and  stone ; 
that  it  is  uninhabited,  contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements,  except  for  ditch 
or  canal  purposes,  where  any  such  do  exist,  save  such  as  were  made  by  or  belong  to 
the  applicant,  norj  as  deponent  verily  believes,  any  valuable  deposit  of  gold,  silver, 
cinnabar,  copper,  or  coal ;  that  deponent  has  made  no  other  application  under  this  act ; 
that  he  has  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  made  any  agreement  or  contract,  in  any  way 
or  manner,  with  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  by  which  the  title  which  he 
might  acquire  from  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  inure  in  whole  or  in 
part  to  the  benefit  of  any  person,  except  himself. 

It  is  also  provided  that  ^'  effect  shall  be  given  to  the  foregoing  pro- 
visions of  this  act  by  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Gommissioiier 
of  the  General  Land  OfiOlce." 

On  Angust  13, 1878,  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
issued  instructions  to  registers  and  receivers  under  said  act,  approved 
by  Secretary  Schurz,  which  required  the  timber  or  stone  applicant  to 
make  oath  to  the  duplicate  statement  required,  to  givedae  publication, 
and  make  proof  by  ^'  at  least  two  disinterested  witnesses  "  that  the  land 
applied  for  is  non-mineral  in  character,  unoccupied  and  unimproved, 
and,  if  no  adverse  claim  be  filed  at  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days' 
notice  by  publication,  upon  receipt  of  the  purchase  money,  the  local 
land  ofiGlcers  were  required  to  issue  final  entry  papers,  for  the  land.  (2 
O.  L.  L.,  1456.) 

This  statute  has  been  frequently  construed  by  tbe  Department.  In 
the  case  of  Spithill  v.  Gowen  (2  L.  D.,  631),  decided  May  8, 1883,  Mr. 
Secretary  Teller  said : 

All  timbered  lands  are  nnfit  for  onltivation  in  their  natural  condition ;  but  if  they 
may  he  redeemed  and  made  susceptible  of  cultivation  by  ordinary  farming  process, 
they  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  within  the  purpose  of  this  act,  which  was  intended  to 
embrace  within  its  provisions  timbered  tracts  only  in  broken,  rugged  or  mountainous 
districts,  with  soil  unfit  for  ordinary  agricultural  purposes  when  cleared  of  timber. 

This  case  was  a  contest  between  a  pre-emptor  and  a  subsequent  tim- 
ber land  applicant,  and  the  Department  dismissed  the  timber  applica- 
tion and  allowed  the  pre  emption  declaratory  statement  to  remain  intact. 
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In  the  ease  of  James  W.  Baird  (10  G.  L.  O.,  328),  Secretary  Teller  also 
said: 

If  a  settler  desires  to  make  a  home  on  the  pnblic  land,  he  has  the  right  to  select  a 
timber  lot,  if  he  chooses;  and,  if  he  does  select  a  timber  lot,  he  will  not  select  a  poor 
one,  if  he  is  wise.  The  timber  may  be  the  real  inducement  for  him  to  make  the  se- 
lection of  the  land ;  but,  if  be  goes  on  the  laud  with  the  intention  of  settlement  under 
the  laws,  and  carries  out  snob  intention  by  conforming  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
utes, and  completes  his  title,  he  is  not  a  trespasser. 

In  Haghes  v.  Tipton  (2  L.  D.,  334-^8),  it  was  beld  that 

the  character  of  the  soil  at  date  of  entry,  apart  from  the  character  and  value  of  the 

trees  then  covering  it,  is  the  true  test  of  its  status  as  agricnltural  land The 

harden  of  proof  must  be  on  the  timber  applicant  where  the  issue  is  on  the  character 
of  the  land ;  for  this  law  is  an  exception  to  the  general  settlement  laws,  and  the  per- 
son claiming  its  benefits  must  show  that  his  case  comes  within  the  exception. 

See  also  Rowland  v.  Olemens  (id.,  633) ;  Merrit  v.  Short  et  al.  (3  L. 
D.,  435)5  Wool  way  v.  Day  (4  L.  D.,  164);  Houghton  v.  Jonett  (id., 
238) ;  Ellis  v.  Moore  (6  L.  D.,  630) ;  Porter  v.  Throop  (id.,  691) ;  Grove 
V.  Crook  (7  L.  D.,  140) ;  Eeed  v.  Fitzgerald  (8  L.  D.,  169). 

The  contention  of  coansel  that  Mr.  Secretary  Teller  changed  the  for- 
mer constniction  of  said  act,  in  the  case  of  Spithill  v.  Gowen  (supra)  is 
not  supported  by  any  departmental  decision  in  the  brief  of  counsel,  nor 
has  any  such  ruling  been  brought  to  my  attention.  Spithill  v.  Gowen 
did  not  specifically  overrule  any  former  decision  of  the  Department. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  Congress  was  not  actuated  by  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  receiving  revenue  from  the  sale  of  lands  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act.  If  such  had  been  the  object,  the  sale  would  not  have  been 
limited  to  one  entry  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  each  person,  but 
the  lands  would  have  been  put  up  at  auction  for  sale  to  the  highest 
bidder,  without  any  limitation  or  restriction,  except,  perhaps,  to  fix  a 
minimum  price  for  the  sale  of  the  lands. 

It  will  hardly  be  necessary  to  cite  many  authorities  in  support  of  the 
proposition  that  until  patent  is  issued,  this  Department  has  the  author- 
ity to  cancel  entries  upon  sufficient  proof,  showing  that  the  laud  was 
not  subject  to  such  entry,  or  that  the  entry  was  made  in  fraud  of  the 
law.  Such  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  this  Department,  and  is 
sanctioned  by  the  decisions  of  the  United  States  supreme  court.  United 
States  V.  Johnson  et  al.  (5  L.  D.  442)  Leonard  F.  Case  (6  L.  D.,  255) ; 
John  W.  Setchel  (9  L.  D.,  673) ;  Bichardson  v.  Moore  (10  L.  D.,  415) ; 
Witherspoon  v.  Duncan  (4  Wall.,  210) ;  Lee  v.  Johnson  (116  U.  S.,  48). 

There  was  no  error  therefore  in  exercising  jurisdiction  in  the  premises 
by  the  local  officers  under  the  direction  of  your  office. 

The  second  and  third  divisions  of  errors  assigned  (supra)  involve 
mainly  questions  of  fact  upon  which  both  the  local  office  and  your  of- 
fice agree.  If  the  findings  under  the  second  head  be  correct,  namely; 
the  land  in  question  was  fit  for  cultivation  by  ordinary  agricultural 
process,  then  the  entries  must  be  canceled,  without  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  good  faith  of  the  entry  men. 
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It  IS  not  deemed  necessary  to  comment  in  detail  upon  the  conflicting 
testimony  in  the  record.  If  the  witnesses  for  the  government  are  to  be 
believed,  then  the  lands  in  qaestion  when  cleared  will  be  fit  for  profit- 
able caltivation  by  the  asaal  methods  of  agricaltare,  and,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  defendants,  if  true,  shows  that  the 
land  in  controversy  will  not  be  fit  for  profitable  cultivation  when 
cleared,  and,  hence^  it  was  properly  subject  to  entry  under  said  act. 
In  such  case  it  must  be  evident  that  due  weight  should  be  given  to  the 
concurring  decisions  of  the  local  and  your  office. 

In  the  case  of  Morfey  v.  Barrows  (4  L.  D.,  135),  Acting  Secretary 
Jenks  said : 

The  local  officers,  before  whom  the  witoesses  personally  appear,  have  the  advsQ- 
tage  over  appellate  tribnnalfi,  from  their  opportunity  to  observe  the  appearance  and 
bearing  of  the  witnesses,  their  manner  in  giving  their  testimony,  etc.,  for  which 
reason,  especially  in  case  of  contradictory  evidence,  the  Department  looks  with  great 
i^espect  npon  the  conclnsions  of  the  local  office  as  to  matters  fact.  See  also  Kelley  v. 
Halvorson  (6  L.  D.,  225);  Austin  v.  Thomas  (id.,  330) ;  Neff  v.  Cowhick  (id.,  660); 
Chichester  v.  Allen  (9  L.  D.,  302) ;  Conly  v.  Price  (id.,  490);  Collier  v,  Wyland  (10  JL. 
D.,  96). 

While  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  relative  to  the  character  of  the 
land,  must  be  almost  wholly  a  matter  of  opinion,  yet,  taking  into  con- 
sideration all  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  including  the  field  notes  of 
survey,  which  show  that  the  land  in  question  is  first  and  second  rate, 
and  the  general  description  states  that  the  land  in  said  township  <<  is 
well  adapted  to  farming  and  grazing"  (Vol.  5,  p.  489,  General  Land 
Office  Records)  there  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  ground  for  dis- 
turbing the  conclusions  of  the  local  office  and  your  office  relative  to  the 
character  of  the  land. 

Since  said  land  was  not  subject  to  entry  under  said  act,  it  will  be  un- 
necessary to  pass  upon  the  question  of  fraud,  for  the  entries  must  nec- 
essarily be  canceled. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

Note — A  similar  ruling  was  made  by  Secretary  INoble  in  the  case  of 
the  United  States  v.  Joseph  Hughes,  William  F.  Hummel,  Joseph  J. 
Meagher,  James  L.  Jewett,  and  James  B.  Montgomery,  decided  Novem- 
ber 24, 1890,  and  involving  lands  in  township  9,  range  1,  west,  Van- 
couver land  district,  Washington. 
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11AIT.ROAD  GRANT— PRIVATE  CLAIM— SITRVEY. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackel. 

The  land  reserved  by  a  priyaie  claim  for  a  specific  place,  or  rancbo,  is  that  incladed 
withiu  the  bonndaries  of  the  claim  as  finally  ascertained  and  confirmed. 

The  survey  of  a  private  claim,  made  under  the  act  of  Jaly  1,  1864,  that  has  not  been 
approved  by  the  surveyor  general,  the  General  Land  Office,  or  the  Department,  is 
not  effective  as  against  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  SFovem- 

her  24, 1890. 

The  attoruey  for  the  Southern  Pacific  R  R.  Company  has  filed  a  mo- 
tion for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  February  25, 1889,  in  the 
case  of  said  company  v.  James  Mackel,  involving  lots  7, 8,  9, 10, 11,  and 
12,  Sec.  23,  T.  2  S.,  R.  7  W.  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California  land  dis- 
trict. 

It  seems  that  in  March  1887,  Mackel  applied  to  make  timber  cnltare 
entry  for  said  tracts  which  application  was  refused  by  the  local  officers. 
On  appeal  to  your  office  it  was  said : 

The  claim  of  the  railroad  company  was  finally  rejected  as  to  lots  7,  9, 10,  and  11 
of  the  section  specified  by  departmental  decision  of  February  19th  1884,  in  the  case  of 
Charles  Howard,  and  was  finally  rejected  as  to  lot  8  of  said  section,  by  departmental 
decision  of  April  11th  1887  in  the  case  of  £.  E.  Duncanson.  It  only  remains  therefore, 
at  this  time  to  decide  as  to  the  right  of  said  company  to  lot  12,  applied  for  by  Mackel. 

As  to  this  lot  it  was  held  that  it  was  excepted  from  said  grant  by 
reason  of  being  embraced  in  the  claimed  limits  of  the  Jarupa  Bancho 
at  the  date  the  ^rant  to  the  company  took  effect. 

In  the  departmental  decision  complained  of  the  history  of  the  action 
had  in  your  office  and  this  Department  in  reference  to  the  tracts  in- 
volved in  the  Howard  and  Duncanson  cases  was  recited  and  it  was 
said : — 

It  is  not  contended  by  the  railroad  company  in  its  appeal  that  the  status  of  lot  12 
is  different  in  any  respect  from  that  of  the  other  lots.  The  contention  is  that  not 
only  the  decision  appealed  from  but  the  decisions  in  the  Howard  and  Duncanson 
cases  were  erroneous. 

In  such  interpretation  of  the  law  I  do  not  concur.  Your  decision  is  in  accordance 
with  the  ruling  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Newhall  v.  Sanger  (92  U.  S.  761), 
and  is  affirmed. 

It'  is  now  sought  to  have  that  decision  revoked  on  the  ground  that 
the  case  of  Newhall  v.  Sanger  cited  as  authority  therefor  as  construed 
and  explained  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  McLaughlin  (127  U.  S., 
428),  does  not  justify  the  conclusion  reached. 

The  decisions  of  this  Department  upon  the  status  of  those  tracts  of 
land  involved  in  the  Howard  and  the  Duncanson  cases  were  in  accord 
with  the  rulings  of  the  Department  in  force  at  that  time  and  had  become 
final  before  the  decision  in  the  McLaughlin  case  had  been  rendered  by 
the  supreme  court,  and  as  between  the  parties  to  those  cases  would  not 
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now  be  disturbed.  In  the  case  now  under  consideration  the  parties  are 
different  and  as  between  these  parties  the  question  as  to  the  stains  of 
the  land  at  the  date  the  rights  of  said  company  attached  under  its  grant 
is  not  res  judicata.  Until  such  time,  as  the  legal  title  to  a  tract  of  the 
public  land  has  passed  out  of  the  United  States,  the  duty  of  passing 
npon  and  deciding  questions  relating  to  the  right  to  the  title  thereto  is 
cast  npon  this  Department.  In  passing  therefore  npon  Mackel's  appli- 
cation to  enter,  the  claims  of  the  railroad  company  as  against  the  allow- 
ance of  such  application  should,  and  will  be,  taken  into  consideraticHi. 
The  decision  to  be  rendered  herein,  will  not  and  can  not  affect  any 
rights  that  either  Howard  or  Duncauson  may  have  acquired  ander  the 
decision  in  his  favor. 

These  tracts  are  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  March  3, 
1871  (16  Stat.,  579)  to  the  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Company  as  shown  by 
the  map  of  designated  route  filed  April  3, 1871.  An  order  of  withdrawal 
embracing  said  tracts  was  made  April  21,  and  received  at  the  local  office 
May  10, 1871. 

The  grant  of  the  Jurupa  Bancho  was  confirmed  by  the  board  of  land 
commissioners  in  1854  and  that  decision  was  in  1861  confirmed  by  tbe 
district  court,  it  being  said  in  the  decree  of  confirmation : — 

The  lands  of  which  confirmation  is  hereby  made  are  those  known  as  ^'Jumpa'* 
sitaated  in  the  county  San  Bernardino  to  the  extent  of  eleven  square  leagues  and 
DO  more  within  the  boundaries  designated  in  the  Juridical  possession  given  of  said 
lands  to  Juan  Bandini. 

This  was  a  grant  of  a  specific  place  or  rancho  and  the  donee  was  en- 
titled to  the  whole  tract  accordingto  the  boundaries  given,  subject  only 
to  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  Mexican  colonization  law  of  1824,  lim- 
iting all  grants  of  this  character  to  eleven  square  leagues  in  quantity. 

The  subsequent  surveys  of  this  grant  demonstrated  that  the  bonnda- 
ries  set  forth  in  the  grant  embraced  a  less  quantity  than  eleven  square 
leagues.  The  only  thing  necessary  to  locate  land  included  in  this  grant 
was  to  ascertain  and  establish  on  the  ground  by  proper  survey  tbe 
boundary  lines  as  designated  by  the  decree  of  confirmation.  For  this 
purpose  a  survey  was  made  in  1869  which  included  within  the  boundaries 
of  said  grant  the  tracts  here  in  controversy.  The  grant  as  located  by 
this  survey  contained  33,819.11  acres,  while  the  survey  made  in  1878 
npon  which  patent  was  finally  issued  showed  the  grant  to  contain 
32,259.16  acres.  The  survey  made  in  1869  was  published  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1864,  and  on  February  26, 1872, 
was  approved  by  the  surveyor  general  for  the  State  of  Oalifornia.  When 
this  survey  was  examined  in  your  office  it  was  decided  on  May  13, 1876, 
that  the  lines  as  therein  designated  did  not  correspond  with  the  bounda- 
ries set  forth  in  the  record  of  the  juridical  possession,  the  survey  was  re- 
jected and  the  matter  referred  to  the  surveyor  general  with  instructions 
to  amend  the  survey  in  accordance  with  the  views  in  said  letter  set  forth. 
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TTpoD  appeal  to  this  Department  tbat  action  of  y oar  office  was  by  decision 
of  February  21, 1877  (21  L.  and  B.  255),  affirmed.  The  survey  made  in 
1878  by  which  the  tracts  in  controversy  were  determined  to  be  outside 
the  limits  of  said  rancho,  was  finally  approved  and  on  April  3, 1879, 
patent  was  issued  for  the  land  thereby  designated.  It  is  contended 
that  these  tracts  were  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  the 
railroad  company  because  they  were  at  the  date  the  same  took  effect 
within  the  claimed  limits  of  Jnrupa  Bancho,  as  designated  by  the  sur- 
vey of  1869.  The  extent  to  which  these  private  laud  grants  are  efiect- 
ive  to  exclude  land  from  a  subsequent  grant  was  under  consideration 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Doolan  v. 
Oarr  (125  U.  S.,  618),  where  it  was  said : — 

Those  Mexican  claims  were  often  described,  or  attempted  to  be  described,  by  specific 
boundaries.  They  were  often  claims  for  a  definite  quantity  of  land  within  much 
larger  outbonndaries,  and  they  were  frequently  described  by  the  name  of  a  place  or 
rancho.  To  the  extent  of  the  claim  when  the  grant  was  for  land  with  specific  bound- 
aries, or  knoyv^n  by  a  particular  name,  and  to  the  extent  of  the  quantity  claimed 
within  ontboandaries  containing  a  greater  area,  they  are  excluded  from  the  grant  to 
the  railroad  company. 

The  same  statement  in  effect  was  made  in  the  case  of  the  United 
States  V.  McLaughlin  (127  U.  S.,  428).  Under  the  rule  thus  laid  down 
the  land  reserved  by  the  Jurupa  grant  was  that  included  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  claim  as  confirmed,  t.  6.,  within  the  boundaries  shown 
by  the  record  of  the  juridical  possession.  These  boundaries  were  de- 
termined on  the  ground  by  the  survey  of  1878  and  hence  the  only 
land  reserved  by  said  private  grant  was  that  within  that  survey.  To 
render  a  survey  made  under  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  effective,  it  was 
necessary  that  it  should  be  approved  by  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office.  The  survey  of  this  grant  made  in  1869  never  received 
the  approval  of  your  office  or  of  this  Department  and  in  fact  had  not, 
at  the  date  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  took  effect,  been  approved 
by  the  surveyor  general.  Such  a  survey  was  not  effective  to  except 
these  tracts  in  controversy  from  the  operation  of  the  latter  grant. 

For  the  reasons  herein  set  forth  the  departmental  decision  of  Febru- 
ary 25, 1889,  is  hereby  revoked  and  set  aside,  and  the  decision  of  your 
office  of  November  23, 1887^  allowing  MackePs  application  is  reversed 
and  said  application  is,  for  the  reasons  herein  set  forth,  refused. 
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BAILBOAD  GRANT—PROCEEDIXOS  ON  ViNAL  PROOF— SELECTION. 
SOXTTHEBN  PACIFIC  B,  B.  OO.  V.  BABBY. 

A  railroad  company  olaiming  rights  nnder  a  selection  within  a  reToked  indemnity 
withdrawal,  will  not  be  heard  to  plead  inanfficient  notice  of  an  advene  settle- 
ment claim,  where  it  appears  in  response  to  the  settler's  published  notice  of  in- 
tention to  submit  final  proof,  files  protest  setting  up  its  rights,  and  is  duly  heard 
thereon. 

A  settlement  claim,  acquired  and  maintained  in  good  faith  after  the  reyocation  of  an 
indemnity  withdrawal,  is  entitled  to  priority  as  against  a  subsequent  selection 
by  the  company. 

Secretary  Nobis  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  November 

24, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Soathera  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany  from  the  decision  of  yoar  office  of  November  24,  1888,  holding  for 
cancellation  its  selection  of  lot  2  of  section  11,  T.  3  K-,  B.  20  W.,  S.  B. 
M.,  Los  Angeles,  Cal. 

The  land  selected  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  of  March 
3, 1871  (16  Stats.,  579),  to  the  branch  line  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company,  which  became  effective  when  the  company's  map  of 
designated  route  was  filed  in  your  office  April  3, 1871.  The  indemnity 
lands  under  this  grant  were  withdrawn  from  market  by  order  dated 
April  21, 1871,  and  received  at  the  local  office  on  the  10th  of  the  follow- 
ing May.  The  order  for  this  indemnity  withdrawal  was  revoked  by 
subsequent  order  dated  August  15, 18S7,  and  the  indemnity  lauds,  ex- 
cept those  covered  by  approved  selections,  were  restored  to  the  public 
domain  and  opened  to  settlement.  See  order  referred  to  (6  L.  D.,  92), 
and  circular  dated  September  6, 1887  (6  L.  D.,  131).  The  order  of  re- 
vocation  took  effect  from  its  date,  August  15, 1887,  but  filings  and  en- 
tries were  not  to  be  received  until  notice  of  the  restoration  had  been 
given  as  required  by  the  circular. 

This  notice  was  duly  given,  and  Barry,  the  claimant,  on  the  27th  of 
October,  1887,  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  land 
in  controversy,  alleging  settlement  thereon  October  1, 1887.  This  land 
had  not  been  selected  by  the  railroad  coinpany  at  the  time  that  the 
order  of  revocation  took  effect  (August  15, 1887,)  but  was  included  in 
its  selection  of  October  3, 1887,  list  25,  a  few  days  subsequent  to  Barry^s 
alleged  settlement. 

On  the  9th  of  May,  1888,  Barry  gave  the  required  notice  throngh  the 
register  of  the  local  land  district,  of  his  intention  to  make  final  pre- 
emption proof  before  the  county  clerk  at  San  Buena  Ventura,  on  the 
5th  day  of  July,  1888.  The  railroad  company  appeared  by  attorney  at 
the  same  time  and  filed  its  protest,  claiming  the  land  in  question  aoder 
its  indemnity  selection  of  October  3, 1887.  The  final  proof  of  Bany, 
t^ken  under  protest,  was  submitted  to  the  land  officers,  who  r^eoted 
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the  same  on  the  groand  that  Barry  had  not  complied  with  the  reqaire- 
ments  of  the  pre-emption  law  as  to  residence. 

On  appeal,  this  action  of  the  local  officers  was  reversed  by  yonr  office, 
and  the  company's  selection  of  this  land  was  held  for  cancellation. 

The  company  appealed  from  that  decision,  and  the  case  is  now  before 
this  Department  for  consideration. 

The  specifications  of  error  in  substance  allege : 

1.  Error  in  making  a  decision,  Barry  having  failed  to  eater  a  contest  against  the 
compikny's  selection,  as  required  by  the  rales  of  practice. 

2.  Error  in  holding  that  Barry's  residence  was  such  as  required  by  the  pre-emption 
law;  and 

3.  Error  in  holding  the  company's  selection  for  cancellation. 

As  to  the  first  of  the  alleged  errors,  it  may  be  said  that  the  rules  of 
practice  (Nos.  1,  2,  8  and  9)  referred  to  by  counsel  for  the  company,  do 
not  require  contests.  A  contest  may  be  initiated  by  an  adverse  party 
against  a  party  to  any  entry  or  filing  for  good  and  sufficient  cause  af- 
fecting the  legality  or  validity  of  the  claim,  and  provision  is  made  for 
conducting  such  contests,  but  they  are  not  required.  The  circular 
issued  by  this  Department  September  6, 1887,  and  above  referred  to  as 
relating  to  the  restoration  of  indemnity  land,  provides,  in  substance, 
that  whenever  application  to  file  or  enter  is  presented,  alleging  upon 
sufficient  prima  facie  showing  that  the  land  is  not  subject  to  the  com- 
pany's right  of  selection,  notice  thereof  will  be  allowed  thirty  days  after 
service  of  said  notice  within  which  to  present  objections  to  the  allow- 
ance of  said  filing  or  entry. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  circular  the  company  was  entitled  to 
notice  of  Barry's  filing,  and  to  thirty  days  after  receiving  such  notice 
to  present  its  objections  to  the  claim^  but  the  circular  does  not  specify 
when  or  by  whom  such  notice  shall  be  given.  Kotice  by  publication 
was  given  in  this  case  of  Barry's  intention  to  make  his  final  proof  and 
present  his  pre-emption  claim.  This  notice  exceeded  thirty  days,  and 
was  intended  for  all  parties,  the  railroad  company  included.  The  com- 
pany appeared  by  counsel  at  the  time  appointed  for  making  this  final 
proof,  and  filed  its  protest.  The  evidence,  taken  under  protest,  was 
submitted  to  the  local  officers,  who  held  the  same  to  be  insufficient. 

The  action  of  the  local  officers  having  been  reversed,  the  company 
has  appealed  to  this  Department  and  submitted  its  arguments,  thus 
showing  it  had  ample  notice  of  Barry's  claim  and  sufficient  opportu- 
nity to  present  its  alleged  prior  rights  to  the  land  under  its  selection. 

It  now  contends  that  the  Department  had  no  authority  to  revoke  the 
indemnity  withdrawal  by  its  order  of  August  15, 1887.  But  this  is  not 
an  open  question.  The  decisions  of  this  Department  in  the  cases  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Meyer  (9  L.  D.,  250),  of  the  same 
company  v.  Gline  (10  L.  D.,  31),  and  of  Lane  v.  Southern  Pacific  Eail- 
road  Company  (10  L.  D.,  454),  are  conclusive  on  this  point.  They  not 
pnly  recognize  the  right  of  th^  Secretary  to  revoke  an  order  witli4r£^W* 
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ing  indemnity  lands  under  a  railroad  grant,  bat  hold  that  a  settittnent 
made  on  sach  lands  after  the  order  of  revocation  entitles  the  settler  to 
.a  priority  of  right  over  a  selection  of  the  same  land  sabseqnentiy  made 
by  a  railroad  company.  The  settler,  however,  must  prove  that  he 
acted  in  good  faith  and  in  compliance  with  the  settlement  law,  to  en- 
title him  to  the  land. 

In  this  case,  the  proof  shows  that  Barry  settled  on  this  land  October 
1, 1887,  several  days  prior  to  the  selection  by  the  railroad  company,  and 
this  selection  remains  unapproved.  On  the  day  of  settlement  Barry 
built  a  house  on  the  land  and  took  possession  of  it  with  his  family,  and 
claims  that  his  residence  has  been  continuous,  except  when  absent  on 
account  of  sickness  in  his  family.  About  the  Ist  of  I^ovember,  1887, 
one  of  his  children  being  severely  ill,  he  went  with  his  family  to  San 
Buena  Ventura,  where  the  sick  child  could  have  medical  treatment; 
and  was  detained  there  by  the  continued  sickness  of  this  child  and  the 
confinement  of  his  wife  until  March  1,  1888,  when  he  returned  to  the 
land  with  his  family  and  remained  there  continuously  until  he  made 
his  final  proof.  Being  a  surveyor  by  occupation,  he  was  occasionaliy 
absent)  as  explained  in  his  final  proof,  looking  after  and  attending  to 
work  connected  with  his  business. 

Having  established  a  residence  on  the  land,  and  having  no  other 
home,  temporary  absences,  occasioned  by  illness  or  for  the  purpose  of 
making  alivelihood,  do  not  justify  a  presumption  of  abandonment.  (See 
Evan  L.  Morgan,  6  L.  D.,  215 ;  Houf  t?.  Gilbert,  id.,  238;  John  W.  Al- 
derson,  8  L.  D.,  517 ;  Helen  E.  Dement,  id.,  639). 

According  to  the  evidence,  Barry  frequently  returned  to  the  land 
when  his  family  were  in  San  Buena  Ventura,  and  ate  and  slept  there, 
thus  evincing  good  faith  and  a  determination  to  make  the  tract  a  per- 
manent home.  The  house  built  on  this  land  was  constructed  of  boards ; 
it  was  twelve  by  fourteen  feet  in  size,  one  story  high,  with  window,  door 
and  floor,  and  valued  at  fifty  dollars.  The  land  itself,  containing  17.55 
acreSj  was  enclosed,  and  the  greater  part,  if  not  the  whole  of  it,  was 
under  cultivation  after  Barry  made  his  settlement ;  the  crop  was  har- 
vested shortly  before  the  final  proof  was  made.  It  is  said  that  the  crop 
was  put  in  and  harvested  by  another  party,  and  it  does  not  appear  what 
interest  in  it  was  owned  by  Barry;  but  there  seems  to  be  no  contention 
as  to  the  crop,  and  as  the  land  was  under  cultivation  after  Barry's  set- 
tlement, the  cultivation  should  inure  to  his  benefit 

The  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  v.  Oeary  (7  L.  Dm 
149),  referred  to  by  counsel  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
differs  materially  from  the  case  under  consideration.  At  the  time  that 
Oeary  submitted  his  final  proof  although  he  gave  notice  by  publication 
of  his  intention,  the  Central  Pacific  Company  made  no  appearanoe,  filed 
no  protest  at  that  time,  and  presented  no  brief  in  support  of  its  right 
to  make  selection  of  the  land.  This  Department,  in  that  presentation 
of  the  case,  held  that  the  claimant  should  have  special  notice. 
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Bat  in  the  pending  case,  the  Soathern  Pacific  Railroad  Oompany 
availed  itself  of  the  published  notice  given  by  Barry,  appeared  by 
connsel  at  the  time  of  making  his  final  proof;  protested  against  its 
being  allowed,  and  snbseqnently,  on  appeal,  filed  specifications  of  error, 
and  supported  the  same  with  a  carefully  prepared  argument. 

The  company  has  had  its  day  in  court,  and  its  right  to  make  selection 
of  this  land  having  been  considered,  no  exception  to  a  want  of  notice 
can  now  be  sustained.  There  are  other  distinguishing  features  between 
the  Geary  and  the  pending  case,  but  they  need  not  be  referred  to  at 
present 

Barry's  settlement  on  the  land  in  controversy,  being  subsequent  to 
the  revocation  of  the  indemnity  withdrawal  as  above  mentioned,  and 
prior  in  point  of  time  to  its  selection  by  the  railroad  coiupany,  has 
priority  of  right  to  the  said  land,  and  this  right  will  be  sustained,  pro- 
vided the  claimant  be  able  to  show  that  he  has  subsequeutly  acted  in 
good  faith  and  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  pre-emption 
law. 

The  decision  of  your  office,  holding  the  company's  selection  of  this 
tract  for  cancellation,  is  therefore  hereby  affirmed. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST— FAILURE  TO  ESTABLISH  RESIDENCE. 

La  Babbe  V.  Habtwell's  Ueibs. 

The  plea  of  sickness  and  poverty  can  not  be  received  as  an  excnse  for  failure  to  estab- 
lish residence  witliui  tlie  requisite  period,  unless  good  faith  is  clearly  shown,  and 
it  is  apparent  that  such  failure  is  due  to  the  causes  alleged. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Nove^nber 

24, 1890. 

This  motion  is  filed  by  the  heirs  of  Helen  E.  Hartwell,  deceased, 
asking  for  a  review  and  reconsideration  of  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  April  10,  1890,  in  the  above  stated  case. 

The  decision  of  the  Department  now  sought  to  be  reviewed  reversed 
the  decision  of  your  office  of  l^ovember  23, 1888,  dismissing  the  con- 
test of  La  Barre,  and  held  that  the  claimant  never  built  or  placed  a 
house  npon  her  homestead,  nor  established  actual  residence  thereon 
from  the  date  of  entry  up  to  the  date  of  her  decease ;  that  there  being 
no  evidence  that  she  was  prevented  by  sickness,  poverty,  or  climatic 
reasons  from  living  npon  her  homestead  and  establishing  actual  resi- 
dence thereon  within  six  months  after  entry,  such  failure  should  be 
treated  as  an  abandonment  of  her  entry,  and  any  cultivation  of  said 
tract  by  her  heirs  after  her  decease  can  not  avail  or  cure  the  default  of 
the  entryman.  This  we.8'  substantially  the  finding  of  the  Department, 
in  the  decision  now  complained  of. 
2497— VOL  11 32 
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A  review  of  this  decision  is  asked  apon  the  following  grounds: 

1.  The  Hon.  First  Assistant  Secretary  erred  in  holding  that  Helen  E.  Hartwell,  the 
decedent,  was  not  prevented  by  sickness  or  poyercy  from  establishing  a  reaidenoe  on 
said  land  before  the  expiration  of  the  first  six  months. 

2.  He  erred  in  holding  that  the  improyements  and  cnltivation  by  the  heirs  of  the 
decedent's  death  did  not  cnre  any  laches  she  may  have  committed. 

8.  He  erred  in  holding  that  decedent  was  not  taken  sick  until  Angnst  38,  1881,  and 
before  the  expiration  of  the  first  six  months. 

6.  He  erred  in  holding  that  because  decedent  did  not  establish  a  residence  on  said 
land  or  build  a  house  thereon  within  six  months  that  such  failure  should  be  treated 
as  an  abandonment  of  said  land  by  her. 

The  entry  in  controversy  was  made  Febraary  25, 1881,  and  the  entry- 
man  died  September  17, 1881,  without  having  established  an  actual 
residence  on  the  land.  These  facts  are  admitted,  but  it  is'contended 
that  the  claimant  was  taken  sick  prior  to  t^ie  expiration  of  sis  months 
from  date  of  entry,  and  under  the  ruling  in  the  cases  of  Grimshaw  v. 
Taylor,  6  L.  D.,  254,  and  Kilaon  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Eailroad  Company,  lb.,  5G7,  her  failure  to  establish  residence  within 
that  period  is  therefore  excusable  and  can  not  be  treated  as  an  aban- 
donment of  the  land. 

The  six  months  from  date  of  entry  expired  August  25, 1881.  In  the 
decision  of  the  Department  it  is  stated,  that  '^  during  the  summer  of 
1881  decedent  was  employed  teaching  school,  and  about  August  28, 
1881,  she  became  sick  and  went  to  the  house  of  one  Henry  Gardiner,  in 
sections  24  and  25,  township  103,  and  died  there  September  17, 1881." 
There  seems  to  be  no  question  that  the  claimant  was  not  confined  to 
her  bed  with  sickness  until  August  28,  as  above  stated,  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  testimony  shows  that  she  was  sick  prior  to  that  time. 
It  is  also  shown  by  the  testimony  that  the  same  day  the  decedent  made 
her  homestead  entry,  she  also  made  final  proof  and  entry  of  her  pre- 
emption claim,  which  she  sold  on  the  same  day  to  George  S.  Bidwell, 
reserving  the  shanty  on  said  claim,  intending  to  remove  it  to  her  home- 
stead. The  evidence  shows  that  she  never  built  or  placed  a  house 
upon  her  homestead,  nor  established  an  actual  residence  thereon,  and 
that  after  her  death  Bid  well  remov  ed  the  shanty  fi'om  the  pre-emption 
claim  to  his  own  homestead. 

It  may  be  admitted  that  Miss  Hartwell  was  taken  sick  prior  to  Au- 
gust 25j  as  contended  for  by  counsel,  but  notwithstanding  this  admis- 
sion it  does  not  appear  that  sickness,  poverty  or  climatic  reasons  pre- 
vented her  from  building  a  house  and  establishing  a  residence  upon  the 
tract  within  the  six  months  from  date  of  entry. 

The  rule  that  the  settler  must  within  six  months  after  making  his 
entry  establish  his  actual  residence  in  a  house  upon  the  land  is  a 
regulation  of  the  Department,  and  a  failure  to  comply  with  it  will  be 
considered  as  evidence  of  abandonment  of  the  land,  unless  the  utmost 
good  faith  be  shown.  If,  as  in  the  cases  of  Grimshaw  v.  Taylor,  6  L. 
D.,  254,  and  Nilson  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailroad 
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Company,  lb.,  567,  the  snbseqnent  condact  of  the  entryman  showed 
that  it  was  his  bona  fide  intention  to  acquire  the  tract  for  a  home,  and 
that  the  faiinre  to  establish  actual  residence  within  said  period  was 
only  prevented  by  poverty,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable  causes,  such 
failure  would  not  sustain  a  charge  of  abandonment,  and  the  settler 
would  be  allowed  to  perfect  his  entry.  But  there  is  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence in  this  case  to  warrant  the  finding  that  this  entryman  was  pre- 
vented from  establishing  a  residence  upon  the  tract,  and  the  fact  that  on 
the  day  she  made  her  homestead  entry  she  made  proof  and  payment  on 
her  preemption  claim,  which  she  immediately  sold,  reserving  the  shanty 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  it  to  her  homestead,  and  the  failure  to  take 
any  action  looking  to  the  establishment  of  a  residence  upon  the  claim 
from  the  date  of  entry  to  the  month  of  August,  may  all  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  determining  whether  the  entry  was  made  with  bona 
fide  intention  of  acquiring  the  tract  for  a  home. 

Upon  a  full  consideration  of  this  case,  I  see  no  sufficient  reason  for 
disturbing  the  decision  of  the  Department. 

The  motion  is  refused. 


PRACTICE— Al»PEAI--INTEIlVENOR. 

Abraham  v.  Camhon. 

An  appeal  by  one  not  a  party  to  the  record,  will  not  be  entertained,  in  the  absence 
of  dae  showing  as  to  the  natare  of  the  interest  claimed  by  the  intervening  ap- 
pellant. 

FiT%%  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  November  24, 1890. 

On  April  «5, 1883,  Frederick  W.  Gammon  made  homestead  entry  of 
the  8E.  J  of  Sec.  31,  T.  104  N.,  K.  61  W.,  Mitchell,  Dakota.  On  Janu- 
ary 20, 1883,  he  commuted  the  same  to  cash  entry,  and  final  certificate 
No.  9014  was  issued. 

On  February  3, 1886,  Will  G.  Abraham  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  entry,  charging  substantially  that  during  the  time  claimant 
held  said  tract  as  a  homestead  he  and  his  family  resided  in  Mitchell, 
Dakota,  continuously. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  service  being  had  by  publication.  The  regis- 
ter and  receiver  recommended  tiie  cancellation  of  the  entry,  and  by 
your  office  letter  of  May  27, 1889,  you  affirm  that  judgment. 

One  O.  T.  Letcher  brings  this  appeal  from  your  said  office  decision. 
Ho  is  not  a  party  to  the  record,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  is 
a  transferee  of  the  entryman. 

Eule  102  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  provides  as  follows :  "  No  person 
not  a  party  to  the  record  shall  intervene  in  a  case  without  first  disclos* 
ing  on  oath  the  nature  of  his  interest.'' 
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There  has  not  been  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  rale. 

On  Jaly  23, 1889,  Mr.  J.  M.  Adams,  attorney  for  contestant  filed  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  herein,  for  the  reasons  above  assigned. 
Notice  of  this  motion  was  served  by  registered  letter  upon  David  W. 
Scott,  attorney  for  appellant  herein,  on  July  24, 1889. 

For  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  in  such  cases,  the  motion 
is  sustained  and  the  appeal  dismissed. 

Mary  L.  Tiftany,  7  L.  D.,  480 ;  Scott  Rhea,  8  L.  D.,  578 ;  Emmert  v. 
Jordan,  9  L.  D.,  249 ;  Elmer  E.  Bush,  Ibid.,  628. 

The  papers  transmitted  are  herewith  returned. 


TIMBER  CUXTUBE  CONTEST-"  DBVOID  OF  TIMBER." 

ZORNE  V.  BBID. 

A  timber  oaltore  entry  within  a  section  containing  a  natural  /[growth  of  valuable  tim- 
ber trees  is  inyalid,  and  will  be  canceled. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl 

Land  Office^  November  26, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Joseph  Zorne  v.  John  W.  Beid  on  appeal 
.  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  May  1, 1889,  dismissing  his  contest 
against  the  timber  culture  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  E.  ^  SE.  ^  Sec.  26, 
T.  4,  B.  11,  Kirwin,  Kansas  land  district. 

On  January  2, 1880,  Beid  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  land, 
and  on  July  23, 1886,  Zorne  filed  affidavit  against  the  same  alleging 
that  said  entry  was  made  in  fraud  and  violation  of  law ;  that  at  the 
date  of  said  entry  there  was  a  large  amount  of  timber  in  said  section  of 
natural  growth,  to  wit,  ash,  elm,  hackberry,  Cottonwood  and  box  elder, 
ranging  in  size  from  one  and  a  half  inches  to  twenty  inches  in  diame- 
ter and  a  large  quantity  of  stumps  of  same  kind  from  which  timber  had 
been  cut ;  that  said  timber  is  fit  for  use  for  very  many  practical  pur- 
poses on  a  farm. 

Notice  thereof  was  served  on  the  entryman,  the  case  being  set  for 
September  6, 1886.  Oontinuances  of  the  hearing  were  had  until  No- 
vember 5th  following  when  the  testimony  was  taken  and  considered  by 
the  local  officers,  and  they  found  that  the  allegations  were  sustained  by 
the  evidence,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  said  entiy,  from 
which  decision  the  entryman  appealed,  and  your  office  decision  of  May  1, 
1889,  reversed  said  decision  and  dismissed  the  contest,  from  which  the 
contestant  appealed  to  this  Department. 

The  testimony  shows  that  this  section  is  not  devoid  of  timber,  but  on 
the  contrary  that  there  is  a  thrifty  growth  of  ash,  elm,  hackberry  and 
box  elder,  with  a  few  Cottonwood  trees  growing  upon  it — not  merely 
fringing  a  stream — but  scattered  in  groves  about  the  section  in  the  lower 
portions  of  the  land.    The  weight  of  the  testimony  shows   from  five 
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thoasand  to  six  thousaDd  trres  from  oue  and  a  half  inches  to  twenty 
inches  in  diameter  upon  the  land  and  that  there  are  about  three  hun- 
dred stumps  of  various  sizes  from  seven  to  twenty-two  inches  in  diame- 
ter, from  which  timber  had  been  cut. 

A  number  of  the  witnesses  say  the  section  has  always  been  consid- 
ered a  timber  section,  others  say  it  has  been  regarded  as  prairie  land, — 
all  agree  that  the  timber  on  the  land  is  increasing  rapidly  by  natnral 
growth,  and  that  prairie  fires  and  stock  ranging  over  the  land  formerly 
interfered  to  some  extent  with  the  growth  of  timber. 

Theentryman  introduced  in  evidence  the  record  showing  that  his 
application  to  enter  said  tract  had  been  rejected  by  the  local  officers  on 
the  ground  that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  (imber  culture  entry,  from 
which  action  he  appealed,  and  to  secure  favorable  action  by  the  Com- 
missioner he  sent  to  the  General  Land  Office  the  joint  affidavit  of  a  Mr. 
Baffington  and  a  Mr.  Kellum,  who  swear  positively  that  ^^  they  know  of 
their  own  personal  knowledge  that  there  is  no  timber  whatever  in  said 
entire  section,  and  that  the  only  indications  of  timber  in  said  section 
are  two  stumps  left  where  trees  had  been  cut  off,  and  some  small  scrub 
brush  in  heads  of  drains." 

This  affidavit  was  ex  parte  and  neither  of  these  men  was  called  as  a 
witness  at  the  hearing,  or  was  ever  cross  examined.  Not  only  so,  but 
these  statements  were  untrue,  or  all  the  witnesses  in  this  case  have 
sworn  falsely  at  the  hearing.  Even  the  witnesses  for  the  entryman 
admit  there  are  several  hundred  trees  over  seven  inches  in  diameter 
and  one  says  there  were  several  hundred  '<  poles "  between  four  and 
seven  inches  in  diameter,  that  he  did  not  count  as  timber. 

Taking  the  case  as  it  stands  it  is  quite  apparent  that  this  entryman 
felt  that  if  by  any  means  he  could  secure  this  entry,  he  conld  hold  it, 
and  have  the  benefit  of  the  timber  growing  upon  it,  as  well  as  the  bene- 
fits ordinarily  accruing  to  a  timber  culture  entry. 

It  is  true  that  the  rulings  of  the  Department  at  the  time  this  entry 
was  made  were  quite  liberal.  A  few  "  scrubby  pines"  scattered  about, 
or  trees  and  brush  merely  fringing  a  stream  and  kept  alive  by  the 
moisture  of  the  water  of  the  creek  or  river  and  its  occasional  overflows, 
would  not  prevent  a  timber  culture  entry  being  made  for  the  land,  but 
a  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere,  and,  where  thousands  of  trees  of  va- 
rious varieties  are  growing  in  groves  on  the  tillable  lands,  and  hundreds 
of  stamps  from  eighteen  to  twenty-two  inches,  prove  that  other  trees 
have  grown  there,  the  case  is  beyond  the  most  liberal  construction  ever 
placed  ni)on  the  law,  and  it  is  certainly  past  the  point  where  the  line 
should  be  drawn.  A  step  beyond  this  case  and  the  forests  of  the  west 
would  beentered  under  the  timber  culture  law.  Nature  has  supplied  this 
section  with  timber,  and  according  to  the  testimony,  had  done  so  prior 
to  this  entry.  The  presence  of  three  hundred  stumps,  some  of  which 
are  twenty-one  inches  in  diameter  and  the  presence  of  several  hundred 
trees  from  seven  to  twenty  inches  in  diameter,  prove  conclusively  that 
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while  there  may  not  have  been  as  many  trees  npon  the  land  when  the 
entry  waa  made  as  at  date  of  contest,  there  was  snch  a  growth  of  tim- 
ber as  wonid  take  the  land  ont  of  the  class  open  to  timber  culture  entry, 
and  render  the  entry  invalid. 
Tonr  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  entry  will  be  canceled. 


ItAELBOAD  GRANT-INDIAN  COUNTRY-SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

OsTLUND  V.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Settlement  on  an  odd  nnmbered  section  which  lies  partly  within  the  former  boaiid»- 
ries  of  the  '*  Indian  country,''  claimed  by  the  Wabpeton  and  Sisseton  Sioax,  and 
wholly  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific,  does  not,  on  the 
extinction  of  Che  Indian  title,  confer  any  rights  as  against  said  grant,  if  the  set- 
tlement is  on  that  part  of  the  land  lying  within  the  Indian  country. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 

26, 1890. 

The  record  in  the  case  of  Jonas  Ostlnnd  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  shows  that  on  Jnly  5, 1871,  Ostlnnd  settled  on. the  NE.  }  of 
Sec.  33,  T.  146  K,  B.  51  W.,  Fargo,  Dakota.  At  the  time  of  his  settle- 
ment all  of  said  tract,  excepting  about  twenty  acres  along  the  northern 
boundary  thereof,  was  within  the  Indian  country  formerly  claimed  by 
the  Wahpeton  and  Sisseton  bands  of  the  Sioux  Indians,  and  the  whole 
of  said  tract  was  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  for  the  Northern 
Pacific  Sailroad  Company,  ordered  March  30, 1872,  on  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route,  also  within  the  granted  limits  as  defined  by  the  map  of  defi- 
nite location,  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  May  26^  1873. 

The  OooseBiver  is  the  northern  boundary  of  the  Indian  country,  and 
flows  eastwardly  through  this  land,  leaving  about  twenty  acres  of  the 
northern  portion  thereof  subject  to  pre-emption,  at  thetimeofOstlnnd's 
settlement  in  1871. 

By  letter  of  March  11, 1886,  your  office  allowed  Ostlnnd  to  file  his 
declaratory  statement  for  the  laud  in  dispute.  From  that  action  the 
defendant  herein  appealed,  claiming  that  at  the  time  Ostlnnd  settled 
on  the  land  it  was  not  open  to  settlement  by  reason  of  the  same  being 
Indian  land  and  occupied  as  such  by  the  said  bands  of  Indians. 

On  said  appeal  the  Secretary  ordered  a  rehearing  by  the  register  and 
receiver  to  determine  whether  the  settlement  of  Ostlnnd  in  1871  was 
made  north  or  south  of  the  Goose  river,  that  is:  whether  within  or  be- 
yond  the  limits  of  the  Indian  country.  ( See  case  of  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  v.  Ostlnnd,  5  L.  D.,  670.)  The  register  and  receiver 
found  that  his  settlement  was,  and  still  remains,  south  of  the  river,  and 
so  within  the  Indian  lands.  On  this  finding  of  fact,  which  is  conceded 
to  be  true,  your  office  awarded  the  land  to  the  railroad  company,  and 
held  the  filing  of  Ostlnnd  for  cancellation,  and  Ostlnnd  now  appeals  to 
this  Department. 
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This  Department  in  the  case  of  Hogland  t?.  the  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  (5  0.  L.  O.,  107,)  held  that  all  lands  wholly  within 
the  Indian  country  and  embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal 
for  said  railroad  vested  in  the  company  under  the  terms  of  the  grant, 
upon  the  extinguishment  of  the  title  of  the  Wahpeton  and  Sisseton 
bands  of  the  Sioux  Indians.  Their  title  was  fully  extinguished  by 
treaty  on  the  19th  of  May,  1873.  This  was  also  ruled  in  the  case  of 
Buttz  V.  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  119  U.  S.,  55. 

The  disposition  to  be  made  of  lands  settled  upon  prior  to  the  extin- 
guishment of  the  Indian  title,  which,  as  in  this  case,  lay  partly  within 
the  Indian  country  and  wholly  within  the  withdrawal  for  the  railroad, 
was  determined  in  the  unreported  departmental  decision  of  July  29, 
1880,  relative  to  claims  of  settlers  along  Goose  Biver. 

The  rule  laid  down  by  said  decision  was  in  brief  that  if  the  residence 
and  settlement  of  the  claimant  were  upon  the  Indian  lands,  he  could 
have  no  right  of  pre-emption  to  any  part  of  the  land  covered  by  his 
filing.  But  if  his  residence  was  on  that  portion  of  the  claim  not  em- 
braced in  the  Indian  country,  such  residence  and  settlement  drew  to  it 
the  constituent  portion  of  the  legal  subdivision  upon  which  it  was  made. 
(See  5  L.  D.,  supra,)  Under  the  rule  so  adopted,  the  residence  of  Ost- 
lund,  having  been  within  the  Indian  country,  he  acquired  no  rights  by 
his  settlement  as  against  the  defendant.  Had  he  settled  north  of  Goose 
river,  that  is,  outside  the  Indian  country,  such  settlement  being  on  land 
subject  thereto,  he  would  have  been  allowed  to  hold  thereunder  the 
constituent  portion  of  the  two  quarter  quarter  sections  (smallest  legal 
subdivisions)  embraced  in  his  filing,  notwithstanding  much  the  larger 
portion  of  such  subdivisions  was  on  land  not  open  to  settlement. 

At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  rule  above  mentioned,  many  other 
plans  were  suggested  and  maturely  considered  by  the  Department,  and 
this  one  adopted  as  being  on  the  whole  the  most  equitable  and  just  to 
the  settlers,  and,  although,  as  in  this  case,  it  may  at  times  work  a  hard- 
ship to  the  settler,  I  see  no  reason  to  change  it  after  it  has  been  fol- 
lowed for  ten  years. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  has  submitted  an  ingenious  argument,  insisting 
that  at  the  time  Ostlund  settled  on  this  land  it  was  not  Indian  laud, 
because  in  1864  the  government  bad  treated  with  the  Bed  Lake  and 
Pembina  bands  of  the  Chippewa  Indians  for  the  same  land,  therefore 
the  Wahpetons  and  Sissetons  had  no  claim  thereto,  and  the  land  was 
open  to  settlement  in  1871.  (See  case  of  Hogland  v.  N.  P.  B.  B.  Co., 
supra.) 

Without  noticing  this  argument  in  detail,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
this  Department,  Congress  and  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  of  the  gov- 
ernment have  recognized  their  title,  and  I  do  not  now  feel  at  liberty  to 
question  the  wisdom  of  such  judgment 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 
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REVIBW-RES  JUDICATA— SCHOOL  LAND. 
MiOHABL  DeRMODY  (ON  BETIBW). 

The  final  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  not  snbject  to  reyiew  by  his  sne* 

cesser  in  office. 
Where  the  State  takes  school  indemnity  for  land  returned  as  mineral  it  is  estopped 

from  asserting  a  further  claim  to  the  basis  eyen  though  it  is  in  fact  agrionltnral 

land. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commiaaioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Navem^ 

her  25,  1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yoar  letter  of  June  19, 1890,  in  which  yoa  state, 
"  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  a  motion  for  review  of  your 
decision  of  April  9, 1890,  in  the  case  of  Michael  Dermody  (10  L.  D., 
419). 

The  motion  transmitted  by  you  is  one  by  Michael  Dermody  '*  for  re- 
view on  error  of  the  Department  decision  rendered  August  12, 1881, 
canceling  the  homestead  entry  of  Peter  Dermody  now  deceased,  as  to 
K  i  of  the  NB.  J  of  section  16,  T.  35  K,  R.  9  W.,  Durango,  Colorada 

Admitting  that  Michael  Dermody  is  the  legal  representative  of  Peter 
Dermody  he  has  no  more  right  in  the  present  instance,  than  would  be 
possessed  by  Peter  Dermody  were  he  still  liviug,  and  an  application  by 
the  latter  for  a  review  would  be  denied  for  the  reason  that  the  decision 
of  Secretary  Kirkwood  in  the  case  has  become  final,  and  can  not  be 
reviewed  by  the  present  head  of  the  Department.  This  doctrine  is  so 
well  settled  that  no  lengthy  discussion  of  the  same  is  necessary.  J. 
H.  Kopperud  (10  L.  D.,  93)  and  cases  therein  cited. 

The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 

Michael  Dermody  asserts  that  his  brother  Peter  and  himself  have 
maintained  possession  of  the  tract  since  1875,  and  have  improved  and 
cultivated  the  same,  and  he  asks  that  some  relief  be  extended  to  him 
by  the  Department. 

This  land  was  returned  by  the  surveyor  as  mineral  and  was  so  desig- 
nated on  the  plat,  and  it  is  contended  that  under  the  grant  of  school 
lands  to  Colorado,  said  land  could  not  pass  to  the  State  even  though 
such  an  award  was  made  by  this  Department. 

If  the  land  is  in  fact  mineral,  it  can  neither  be  taken  under  the  grant 
by  the  State,  nor  by  Dermody  as  agricultural  land.  If  it  is  in  fact  agri- 
cultural land  it  passes  to  the  State  under  the  grant.  The  presumption 
that  it  is  mineral  which  arises  from  such  a  return  by  the  surveyor,  may 
be  overcome  by  testimony.  (U.  S.  Mining  Laws  and  Regulations  there- 
under, Circular  of  October  31, 1881). 

If,  acting  upon  the  returns  of  the  surveyor,  the  State  applied  for,  and 
accepted  indemnity  for  this  tract,  she  is  estopped  from  asserting  any 
further  claim  to  the  same,  even  though  it  is  agricultural  land,  bat  it 
should  be  considered  public  land  subject  to  disposal  under  the  public 
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land  laws.  If  it  should  be  found  on  investigation  that  the  facts,  as 
above  suggested,  warrant  this  conclusion  and  Dermody  should  apply 
to  enter  the  laud  as  a  homestead,  his  application  should  be  considered 
upon  its  merits  as  an  application  for  public  land,  and  in  such  an  event 
the  departmental  decision  of  April  9, 1890,  should  not  be  construed  as 
denying  his  light  to  make  entry  for  the  tract  in  question. 


HOMESTEAD  CONTEST->RESIDENCB. 

Hilton  t?..SKBLTON. 

Temporary  absences  on  linsiness  may  be  excused,  where  residence  is  established  to 
the  exclusion  of  a  home  elsewhere,  and  the  improvements  demonstrate  the  claim- 
ant's good  faith. 

a 

First  Assistant  Seci'etary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  November  25, 1890. 

Boyington  Skelton  made  homestead  entry  No.  4839  on  June  10, 1882, 
for  the  SB.  J  Sec.  12,  T.  5  S.,  R.  69  W.,  Denver,  Colorado. 

On  January  31, 1887,  F.  W.  Hilton  filed  a  contest  against  said  entry, 
charging  that  claimant 

has  wholly  abandoned  said  tract ;  that  he  has  changed  his  residence  therefrom  for 
more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry  ;  that  said  tract  is  not  settled  upon 
and  cultivated  by  said  party  as  required  by  law ;  that  said  Skelton  never  established 
a  bona  fide  residence  on  said  tract. 

Pursuant  to  notice,  a  hearing  was  duly  had — both  parties  being  pres- 
ent— and  upon  the  testimouy  taken,  the  register  and  receiver  sustained 
the  contest  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry.  TJpon  ap- 
peal, your  office,  by  letter  of  May  17,  18S9,  reversed  said  judgment  and 
held,  *^  as  facts,  that  claimant  established  a  bona  fide  residence  on  the 
land  in  1882,  and  maintained  the  same  up  to  the  date  of  the  hearing, 
and  that  he  has  cultivated  and  improved  the  land  and  complied  in  good 
faith  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law  and  the  regulations  of  the 
Department.''  From  this  decision  contestant  appeals,  alleging  sub- 
stantially the  following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  That  the  decision  is  unsupported  by  the  facts  and  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence. 

2.  It  was  error  to  dismiss  the  contest. 

Claimant  is  thirty-eight  years  old  and  has  lived  in  Colorado  twenty- 
six  years;  he  is  unmarried,  and  prior  to  the  entry  lived  with  his  father 
about  one  and  a  half  miles  from  the  land ;  about  June,  1882,  he  con- 
structed upon  the  land  a  single-room  frame  house,  with  one  doorand one 
window,  comfortable  at  all  seasons  in  the  year,  and  respectable  in  ap- 
pearance. 

It  appears  that  eighty  acres  of  this  tract  was  claimed  by  John  P. 
Marston,  or  his  stepson  Hall,  and  after  claimant  had  entered  the  land. 
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he  parchase^l  froin  them  their  possessory  right,  giviog  therefor  t21S, 
and  a  span  of  horses. 

Olaimant  fenced  the  entire  tract  with  barbed  wire,  red  spraoe  posts, 
boiled  in  tar  and  placed  two  rods  apart ;  he  placed  his  stock,  consisting 
of  horses  and  cattle,  on  the  land.  He  used  it  as  a  stock  ranch  until  1884, 
being  too  dry,  as  he  thought,  to  cultivate  ;  in  that  year  he  sowed  a 
piece  of  wheat ;  in  1886  he  plowed  twenty  acres  and  sowed  a  part  of  it 
in  wheat ;  he  then  organized  a  company  to  get  water  across  a  sag  a 
mile  long  and  twenty-fonr  feet  deep.  This  was  constracted  at  a  cost  of 
$3,000.00,  claimant  owning  one-third  interest.  By  means  of  this  water 
system  his  whole  tract  can  be  irrigated.  He  also  constructed  a  lake, 
covering  forty  acres,  with  an  embankment  from  five  to  twelve  feet  on 
the  west  side,  and  fifty  feet  at  the  base,  at  a  cost  of  $2,000.00.  lie  ex- 
pended in  all  about  $3,500.00  on  the  land.  In  the  spring  of  1887,  he 
sowed  twenty  acres  of  oats  and  constructed  ditches  leading  from  the 
water  pipe  to  his  land. 

There  is  little  controversy  over  the  improvements  or  amount  ex- 
pended on  the  land ;  the  principal  inquiry  relates  to  the  matter  of  resi- 
dence. 

Marston  and  his  stepson  Hall,  from  whom  claimant  purchased  the 
possessory  right  to  eighty  acres  of  the  land,  are  the  principal  witnesses 
against  the  entry.  The  evidence  given  by  them  and  others  is  of  a  neg- 
ative character.  Marston  swears '.  '^  I  have  found  him  at  his  home  with 
his  father  and  mother  when  ever  I  have  found  him  at  all,  withont  I 
have  found  him  in  town.'*  ^<  I  never  met  him  but  once  on  the  land.  1 
have  lived  by  it  for  eight  yeai*s  and  in  plain  view.  I  have  been  on  it 
several  hundred  times  in  last  five  years.  I  am  hunting  and  fishing  on 
the  lake  every  day  when  it  is  favorable.  Mr.  Skelton  has  not  lived  on 
the  place.  I  understood  he  lived  with  his  father  and  mother."  Other 
witnesses,  Hall,  Brooks  and  Elliott,  also  give  evidence  of  freqaentlj 
being  at  the  place  and  failure  to  see  claimant  thereabouts.  There  is 
also  evidence  tending  to  show  meager  preparations  for  housekeeping; 
that  the  floor  of  the  house  was  found  torn  up  several  times,  and  claim- 
ant not  about  the  premises.  Claimant  swears  that,  as  soon  as  he  boilt 
his  house,  he  put  therein  his  furnitare,  consisting  of  a  bed,  bedding, 
cooking  utensils,  dishes  and  provisions,  and  occupied  the  place  as  a 
home  thereafter ;  that  the  first  year  he  was  on  his  laud  nearly  every 
day,  sleeping  there  at  night  and  also  taking  his  meals  there ;  that  his 
residence  was  continuous  all  the  time:  he  made  several  trips  away  on 
business,  but  always  returned  to  the  land,  and  often  found  on  hisretorn 
that  his  house  had  been  broken  into,  his  things  disturbed  and  his  floor 
torn  up ;  that  he  repeatedly  repaired  his  house,  and  never  found  oat 
who  had  done  the  mischief;  that  he  always  left  his  furniture  in  Ae 
house  When  he  went  away ;  that  his  business  as  a  breeder  of  fine  stock 
necessarily  kept  him  from  home.  He  has  three  imported  Norman 
horses,  worth  $9,000.00,  and  he  has  kept  them  a  few  weeks  at  a  time  in 
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Denver  and  other  places ;  be  was  also  in  Denver  daring  the  sitting  of 
the  legislature,  looking  after  certain  measnres  of  legislation  pertaining 
to  stock,  and  while  there  rented  a  room.  He  swearshis  home  was  not 
with  his  father,  bat  on  the  contrary  on  the  land,  and  in  this  he  is  cor- 
roborated by  several  witnesses,  among  whom  is  his  mother,  who  swears 
be  has  not  lived  with  her  since  he  made  the  entry.  He  admits  freqnent 
absences  from  the  land ;  admits  he  occasionally  ate  and  slept  at  his 
father's,  but  swears  he  had  no  other  home  besides  the  land  in  contro- 
versy. 

It  is  said  in  Edwards  v.  Sexson  (1  L.  D.,  63),  that  in  every  possible 
case  actaal  personal  continuoas  residence  is  not  necessary,  and  in  the 
case  of  Patrick  Manning,  7  L.  D.,  144,  it  is  said, 

Actual  presence  on  the  land  is  necessary  in  the  first  instance  in  order  to  acquire 
residence,  as  theentryman  mast  go  on  the  land  for  that  purpose,  hat  continnoos  pres- 
ence, thereafter  is  not  essential  to  the  continuity  of  such  residence. 

Each  case,  however,  mast  depend  apon  the  facts  and  circumstances 
sarroanding  it,  and  if  it  can  be  gathered  or  inferred  therefrom  that  the 
entryman  established  his  residence  apon  the  land  in  good  faith,  with 
the  intent  to  make  it  his  home  as  evidenced  by  his  residence,  caltiva- 
tion  and  improvement,  then  he  shoald  be  awarded  the  tract  although 
he  may  be  temporarily  absent  therefrom  at  short  intervals  on  business 
or  for  the  purpose  of  earning  means  to  improve  the  tract. 

In  this  case  the  entryman,  although  not  at  all  times  on  the  land,  has 
no  other  recognized  home ;  his  improvements  abundantly  demonstrate 
his  good  faith.  I  agree  with  you  that  the  evidence  shows  that  he  es- 
tablished a  bona  Me  residence  on  the  land  in  1882  and  maintained  the 
same  up  to  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  affirmed,  and  the  contest  is  dismissed. 


PBOCEXDII^GS  BT  THE  GOVBllNMENT— SECOND  HOMESTEAD. 

United  States  v.  Alexander. 

In  proceedings  hy  the  government  against  an  entry,  a  stranger  to  the  record,  alleg- 
ing intervening  settlement  rights,  will  not  he  heard  to  set  np  his  claim,  hut 
mnst  await  the  disposition  of  the  pending  action. 

The  Land  Department  has  anthority  to  cancel  an  entry  where  it  is  dnly  shown  to 
have  heen  procured  through  false  testimony. 

A  second  homestead  entry  will  not  he  allowed  to  one  who  has  perfected  title  under  a 
former  entry ;  and  such  an  entryman  will  not  he  heard  to  allege  that  his  first 
entry  was  in  fact  illegal,  and  fraudulent,  and  hence  no  har  to  the  second. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  November  26, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Charles  O.  Alex- 
ander on  his  appeal  from  your  decision  of  April  27, 1889,  holding  for 
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cancellation  his  commuted  homestead  entry  for  the  KW.  ^  Sec  17,  T. 
36  S.,  B.  25  E.,  Lakeview  Oregon  land  district. 

On  October  12, 1880,  he  made  homestead  entry  for  this  tract  and 
commated  the  same  to  cash  entry  on  Jane  20, 1883,  and  received  final 
certificate  therefor. 

On  Jaly  31, 1886,  Special  Agent  McCormick  reported  that  said  entry- 
man  had  exhausted  his  right  of  entry  by  making  a  homestead  entry  in 
Oalifornia  at  the  Stockton  land  office  and  the  entry  in  controversy  was 
thereupon  held  for  cancellation,  and  on  November  5, 1886,  Alexander 
was,  by  yoar  office,  given  sixty  days  in  which  to  apply  for  a  hearing. 

On  January  7, 1887,  he  made  such  application  supported  by  his  affi- 
davit  which  contains  among  other  averments  the  following : 

That  prior  to  making  this  said  entry  (in  the  Lakeview  district)  I  had  never  made 
a  homestead  entry  under  any  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  of  America.  I  far- 
ther say  I  did  not  make  homestead  entry  No.  7S5  in  the  Stockton  California  Land  dis- 
trict. At  the  time  it  is  alleged  I  made  final  proof  and  commuted  said  entry  at  Stock- 
ton, Cala.,  to  wit,  November  16, 1872, 1  was  residing  in  Tehama  connty,  Cala.,  engaged 
in  the  general  merchandise  basiness  ....  I  was  not  within  the  Stockton  land 
district  during  the  said  month  of  November  1872  ....  nor  was  I  in  aaid  land 
district  daring  said  year  1872  except  to  pass  through  it  on  the  cars  without  stopping 
while  on  my  way  ....  If  any  entry  was  made  in  my  name  either  noder  the 
pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  in  said  Stockton  land  district,  it  was  done  withoat 
my  knowledge,  and  was  a  fraud  upon  my  rights  and  upon  the  rights  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States.  This  application  for  a  hearing  is  made  in  good  faith  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  delay. 

Fpon  this  showing  a  hearing  was  granted,  on  May  13, 1887,  and  the 
same  was  set  for  November  21,  1887,  and  Special  Agent  Brockenbrongh 
was  directcid  to  appear  on  behalf  of  the  government.  The  hearings  was 
continned  from  time  to  time  until  July  10, 1888,  when  the  entryman  ap- 
X)eared  in  person  and  by  counsel,  and  the  government  produced  in  evi- 
dence the  original  papers  in  the  Stockton  Oalifornia  entry  in  the  name 
of  Alexander,  and  also  a  duly  certified  copy  of  a  deed  executed  by  him 
to  one  Pickens  for  the  land  entered. 

On  being  confronted  with  this  evidence  Alexander  went  upon  the 
witness  stand  and  testified  among  other  things,  that  he  was  forty-one 
years  of  age  and  resided  in  Warner  Valley ;  that  the  entry  made  at 
Stockton  land  office  and  the  commuting  of  the  same  was  niade  in  his 
name  by  J.  A.  Pickens,  who  lived  in  Fresno  county  Oalifornia,  and  was 
engaged  in  speculating  in  lands.  He  denies  having  ever  seen  the  land 
or  having  been  at  the  land  office ;  that  he  was  engaged  in  merchandis- 
ing. The  patent  came  to  Pickens  and  he  (Alexander)  made  a  deed  to 
him  (Pickens).  Pickens  said  to  him  ^^sign  these  papers  and  I  can  get 
some  land,"  he  signed  them  and  made  the  affidavits ;  does  not  know 
whether  they  were  filled  up  or  not.  Pickens  had  assisted  him  in  getting 
a  clerkship  and  he  signed  the  papers  to  help  him  get  the  land  as  a  mut- 
ter of  friendship,  received  no  compensation  therefor.  He  (Alexander) 
had  been  in  the  confederate  array  three  years. 

Upon  this  testimony  the  local  officers  found  that  he  had  exhausted 
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his  right  to  make  homestead  entry  and  recommended  the  entry  in  con< 
troverdy  for  cancellation,  from  which  action  Alexander  appealed  to 
your  office  and  on  April  27, 1889,  yon  affirmed  said  decision  and  held 
the  entry  for  cancellation,  whereapou  he  appealed  to  this  Department. 
He  assigns  as  error: 

First :  That  the  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  that  claimant  had  exhausted  bis 
rights,  etc. 

Second :  In  holding  that  a  person  who  had  borne  arms  against  the  goyemment  of 
the  IJ.  S.  conld,  prior  to  revision  of  the  statutes  of  the  U.  S.  make  a  homestead  entry. 
The  so  called  first  homestead  entry  having  been  made  under  the  act  of  Congress  ap- 
proved May  20, 1862  and  before  the  enactment  of  Sec.  2289  (Rev.  Stat.). 

Third :  In  not  holding  that  the  entryman  was  entitled  to  make  a  homestead  entry 
under  Sec.  2289  (Bev.  Stat.)  even  though  he  had  made  an  entry  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  May  20,  1862. 

Pending  this  appeal,  Henry  K  Copp,  attorney  for  Kehemiah  Fine, 
filed,  on  September  14, 1889  in  yoar  office,  an  application  that  Fine  be 
allowed  to  appear  in  the  case  as  an  intervenor,  and  the  same  is  sap- 
ported  by  the  affidavit  of  Fine  corroborated  by  several  witnesses  setting 
forth  that  in  1888,  immediately  after  the  local  officers  had  recommended 
the  cancellation  of  Alexander's  entry  he  (Fine)  had  gone  npon  the  land 
to  make  a  settlement  and  that  he  had  built  a  house  thereon  and  moved 
bis  £ftmi1y  into  the  same,  and  that  he  had  earnestly  tried  to  make  a 
settlement  and  residence  on  the  land  and  had  applied  to  enter  the  same ; 
that  Alexander  and  his  hired  men  had  torn  down  his  (affiant's)  house 
and  carried  away  the  material  at  two  different  times;  that  he  had  re- 
built each  time  and  was  continuing  to  live  on  the  land }  that  Alexander 
had  transferred  his  interest  in  the  land  to  one  H.  0.  Wilson,  and  that 
Wilson  had  brought  an  action  in  a  justice's  court  and  upon  a  judgment 
of  restitution  had  caused  him  to  be  ejected  from  the  premises,  but  that 
he  had  again  returned  and  was  attempting  to  retain  his  settlement ;  that 
Wilson  had  brought  suit  against  him  in  the  United  States  court  at 
Portland,  Oregon  (Wilson  being  a  citizen  of  Galifornia)  and  that  the 
same  was  still  pending. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  Fine  that  the  appeal  of  Alexander  is 
made  in  bad  faith  and  is  fraudulent ;  that  it  is  for  delay  merely  and  to 
harrass  a  settler,  and  he  moves  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed. 

Also :  That  Alexander's  entry  being  fraudulent  is  therefore  abso- 
lutely void;  that  it  did  not  segregate  this  land  from  the  public  domain 
and  was  therefore  no  bar  to  Fine's  settlement,  and  that  Fine  being  a 
legal  settler  in  possession  of  the  land,  has  rights  in  the  premises  that 
should  be  protected. 

On  October  15, 1889,  Oogswell  and  Boss,  attorneys  for  Alexander 
filed  in  your  office  objections  to  Fine's  application  to  he  allowed  to  in- 
tervene, and  among  other  objections  they  allege  that  the  contest  was 
not  initiated  by  Fine,  but  by  the  general  government  and  that  he  could 
acquire  no  rights  thereunder,  or  claim  to  the  land  thereby,  other  than 
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could  any  other  citizen — ^they  deny  that  his  settlement  gires  him  any 
prior  right  to  enter  the  land. 

Upon  the  appeal  of  Alexander  theyraide  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Land  Department  of  the  government  to  try  this  cause,  and 
to  show  their  good  faith  in  this  objection  to  jurisdiction,  which  tiiey  say 
can  be  raised  at  any  time,  and  than  it  is  not  '^frivolous"  they  offered  a 
newspaper  clipping  which  they  say  is  the  printed  decision  of  Giicoit 
Judge  M.  P.  Deady,  involving  this  identical  land. 

The  decision  purports  to  be  the  decision  of  the  United  States  circait 
court,  district  of  Oregon. — Henry  0.  Wilson  t?.  Nehemiah  Fine — ^Action 
to  recover  possession  of  real  property,  heard  upon  demurrer  to  answer. 
In  this  decision  the  court  held  that : 

An  entry  and  certificate  issued  to  a  settler  under  the  homestead  act  for  land  sabjeei 
to  entry  therennder,  can  not  be  set  aside  or  canceled  by  the  land  Department  on  iti 
own  motion  for  frand  or  mistake  committed  or  occurring  in  obtaining  or  issuing  il 
In  such  case  the  government  must  seek  redress  in  the  courts,  etc. 

This  is  substantially  the  case  as  it  appears  of  record. 

The  case  is  regularly  before  the  Department. 

The  right  of  Fine  to  make  entry  by  reason  of  his  settlement  can  be 
determined  when  the  question  as  to  the  legality  of  his  settlement  arises. 
A  decision  of  the  question  before  me,  viz,  the  validity  of  Alexander's 
entry,  does  not  involve  the  rights  of  third  persons,  except  they  sboald 
claim  under  Alexander,  and  I  therefore  see  no  reason  for  considering 
Fine's  claim  at  this  time,  or  for  making  him  a  party  hereto.  This  being 
so,  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  is  not  properly  before  me. 

This  leaves  only  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Land  Depart- 
ment of  the  government  to  try  this  cause.  This  question  has  been  so 
well  settled  that  it  does  not  require  discussion.  I  note  the  fact  how- 
ever, that  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  cited  by 
counsel  herein,  to  wit,  Cornelius  v.  Kessel  (128  IT.  S.,  456)  say — 

The  power  of  supervision  possessed  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
over  the  acts  of  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  local  land  office  in  the  disposition  of 
the  public  lands,  undoubtedly  authorizes  him  to  correct  and  annul  entries  of  land  al- 
lowed by  them But  the  power  of  supervision  and  correction    .    .    •   ' 

can  be  exerted  only  when  the  entry  was  made  upon  false  testimony  or  without  aa- 
thority  of  law. 

This  implies  authority  to  inquire  into,  to  try  and  determine  whether 
the  entry  was  made  on  false  testimony  and  if  so  to  cancel  it,  as  this  is 
all  the  jurisdiction  that  is  sought  to  be  exercised  in  the  case  at  bar,  I 
shall  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  case. 

The  first  assignment  of  error,  is  a  mere  assumption  that  your  office 
decision  was  wrong ;  it  does  not  specify  any  error. 

The  second  and  third  amount  to  one  assignment,  and  are  not  well 
taken. 

A.n  entryman  can  not  make  a  second  homestead  entry,  he  having  per- 
fected title  under  the  first.    One  having  made  an  entry,  is  estopped  to 


..^ 


DECISIONS  BELATINa  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS.  511 

plead  his  own  wrong — ^to  say  that  it  was  frandnlent  and  procured  by 
his  own  perjary.  This  entryman  admits  that  he  was  an  instrament  in 
the  hands  of  a  <^  land  speculator  "  to  aid  in  defrauding  the  government, 
the  record  shows  that  he,  himself,  made  the  entry  and  perfected  his 
title,  to  secure  a  hearing  he  swears  that  if  sach  entry  was  made  it  was 
made  without  his  knowledge  and  was  a  fraud  upon  his  rights  and  the 
rights  of  the  government,  this  too  after  deliberation  and  consultation 
with  his  counsel.  When  confronted  with  the  proof,  he  attempts  to 
plead  ignorance  of  law  when  the  first  entry  was  made,  but  he  no 
where  explains  his  afiidavit  for  a  hearing.  Taking  the  case  as  it  stands 
it  illustrates  the  wisdom  of  the  law  that  gives  the  Land  Department 
authority  to  cancel  a  fraudulent  entry,  procured  by  false  swearing. 
Your  decision  is  affirmed  and  the  entry  of  Alexander  will  be  canceled. 


PRACTICE— MOTION  FOB  KBVIBW— HYPOTHETICAL  CASE. 

OATLIN  V.  FOBTHEBN  PACIFIC  B.  E.  OO.  (ON  REVIEW). 

In  the  absence  of  sufficient  reason  shown,  a  motion  for  review  will  not  be  considered^ 

if  not  filed  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  rales  of  practice. 
The  Department  will  not  render  an  opinion  in  a  hypothetical  case. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  November 

2ld,  1890. 

On  March  27th  last,  the  attorney  for  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad 
company  submitted  a  letter  asking  for  <'  a  reexamination  of  the  law  of 
April  21, 1876,  as  applied  in  the  case  of  Wm.  Gatlin  "  decided  Septem- 
ber 26,  1889  (9  L.  D.,  423). 

The  attorney  says  that, — 

While  the  time  for  filing  an  application  for  review  of  that  case  has  elapsed,  and  we 
may  not  nowt>btain  a  reversal  of  said  decision  to  the  extent  of  an  award  of  said  land 
to  us,  we  respectfully  ask  that  you  will  re-examine  the  law  of  the  case  in  connection 
with  the  accompanying  argument,  and  that  you  may  reach  and  adopt  the  conclusion 
therein  contended  for.  This  we  ask  because  the  decision  will  reach  a  large  number 
of  other  cases  along  the  line  of  the  road. 

Should  you  coincide  with  our  view  of  the  law,  we  would  ask  that  you  will  so  in- 
struct the  Commissioner,  to  the  end  that  your  decision  in  said  case  of  Catlin  may  not 
be  taken  by  him  as  controlling  in  other  like  cases  which  are  now  before  him,  and  to 
which  he  will  of  course  apply  the  rule  of  said  decision. 

He  farther  states : 

By  a  reference  to  the  case  of  Catlin  it  will  be  observed  that  his  claim  was  initiated 
April  13,  18H3. 

The  plat  of  definite  location  of  the  line  of  road  opposite  said  land  was  filed  in  the 
Office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  July  G,  1882,  but  the  with- 
drawal was  not  ordered  until  June  9, 1883. 

Now  our  contention  is  that  the  1st  section  of  the  law  of  1876  is  not  prospective  in 
its  provisions ;  it  cannot  and  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  entries  initiated  since  its 
passage  as  it  was  enacted  with  the  view  to  remedy  an  evil  then  existing — to  relieve 
certain  settlers  who  had  been  brought  into  misfortune  by  conflicting  rulings  of  the 
Land  Department. 
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Ko  reason  is  assigned  by  the  company  for  its  failare  to  file  a  motion 
for  review  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  practice.  Had 
such  motion  been  filed  the  alleged  errors  would  have  been  folly  exam- 
ined. 

To  grant  this  request  now  before  me  would  be  to  invite  applications 
for  the  reconsideration  of  many  decisions  without  reference  to  the  roles 
of  practice.  Such  an  undertaking  cannot  be  assumed  in  justice  to  the 
many  oases  pending  and  awaiting  examination  in  regular  order. 

Furthermore,  eliminating  the  facts  in  the  Gatlin  case,  the  question 
becomes  merely  hypothetical.  It  is  the  practice  of  the  Department  to 
decline  to  answer  such  questions.  Keil  A.  Hill  (9  L.  D.,  194) ;  W.  H. 
Miller  (7  L.  D.,  264).    The  wisdom  of  this  practice  must  be  obvious. 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated  the  request  is  denied. 


PRIVATE  CLAIM-INI>BMNITY  SELECTION. 

Banoho  Punta  de  la  Laguna. 

Selections  under  the  act  of  October  1, 1890,  in  Itoii  of  lands  belonging  to  said  rancho, 
and  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  mast  be  made  witbin  one  year  from  the 
date  of  said  act,  and  may  be  made  by  duly  appointed  attorney,  or  anthorized 
agent,  nnder  appropriate  instractions  to  the  local  officers. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Novem- 
ber 26, 1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  office  report  daced  the  13th  instant  upon  the 
communication  of  the  attorney  for  the  beneficiaries  under  the  act  of 
Congress  entitled  <^An  act  relative  to  the  Bancho  Punta  de  la  Lagnna,'' 
approved  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat,  644),  requesting  that  an  order  may 
be  issued  at  an  early  date  authorizing  selections  to  be  made  nnder  the 
provisions  of  said  act,  on  account  of  the  limited  time  within  which  said 
selections  can  be  made.    The  preamble  of  said  act  recites  that : 

Whereas  it  is  alleged  that  five  thousand  and  ninety-nine  and  ninety-three  one-hun- 
dred ths  acres  of  land  embraced  in  the  Bancho  Punta  de  la  Lagnna,  in  the  oonnties  of 
Santa  Barbara  and  San  Luis  Obispo,  State  of  California,  granted  and  confirmed  to 
Lnis  Arellanos  and  Emidio  Miguel  Ortega,  have  been  appropriated  to  the  nse  and 
disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and  that  the  said  coufirmeeSi  claimants,  and  owneis 
have  been  deprived  of  the  nse  of  the  same. 

The  enacting  clause  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior— 

to  carefully  inve6tigat<e  the  said  allegation  in  the  preamble  of  this  act  mentioned, 
and  if  he  shall  find  that  said  allegation  is  true  he  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  make  good  any  such  deficiency  so  found  to  exist  to  the  persons  justly  entitled 
thereto,  by  issuing  to  them  patents  for  an  equal  quantity  of  the  unoocupiedi  nnsp- 
propriated,  and  unreserved  public  lands  of  the  United  States  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, not  mineral,  to  be  selected  by  them,  respectively,  w^ithin  one  year  next  aft«r 
the  passage  of  this  act,  and  not  afterward,  and  in  tracts  not  less  than  the  subdivis- 
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ioDs  provided  for  in  the  United  States  land  laws,  and  if  not  surveyod  when  taken, 
to  conform,  when  surveyed,  to  the  general  Hystem  of  the  United  States  land  surveys; 
and  the  issuance  and  acceptance  of  patent-s  under  this  act  shall  be  deemecl  and  taken 
as  a  release  to  the  United  States  of  all  claims  of  all  persons  so  fonnd  to  be  entitled  as 
aforesaid  to  any  and  all  lands  not  embraced  in  the  survey  made  under  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  said  grant  in  the  preamble  of  this  act  mentioned. 

Id  support  of  his  said  application,  said  attorney  filed  with  the  Depart- 
ment an  abstract  of  title  to  said  rancho,  also  affidavits  of  the  alleged 
owners,  and  beneficiaries  under  said  act,  and  the  affidavits  of  the  local 
attorneys  giving  the  names  of  the  parties  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
said  act,  together  with  a  copy  of  coart  record  in  a  partition  suit  to  de- 
termine the  relative  rights  of  the  several  claimants  to  said  Eancho. 
There  is  also  filed  a  power  of  attorney  appointing  W.  E.  Dargie,  of  the 
city  of  Oakland,  in  California,  attorney  iu  fact  with  full  power  to  act 
for  all  of  said  beneficiaries,  except  one,  and  another  power  of  attorney 
from  said  Dargie  constituting  George  C.  Hazleton,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  his  attorney  in  fact  to  act  for  him  and  the  said  beneficiaries 
under  said  act. 

Upon  the  evidence  submitted  and  from  the  records  of  your  office, 
you  report :  (1)  That  the  Punta  de  la  Rancho  was  legally  entitled  to 
six  square  leagues  of  land  in  amount  to  equal  26,632.08  acres ;  (2)  That 
by  reason  of  an  erroneous  survey,  including  lands  "  within  the  grant 
and  juridical  possession  of  the 'Guadulupe'  ....  its  area  has, 
therefore,  been  reduced  to  21,530.14,"  (3)  That  the  lands  within  the 
juridical  possession  of  the  Punta  la  Liiguna  rancho,  erroneously  ex- 
cluded from  the  final  survey  and  patent  thereof  have  been  disposed  of 
by  the  United  States  as  public  lands,  and  (4)  you  therefore  find  that 
said  allegation  in  the  preamble  of  said  act  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
In  this  view  I  fully  concur. 

I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  finding  in  said  report  relative  to  the 
proportionate  shares  of  the  several  claimants  and  owners  is  sustained 
by  the  evidence.  Said  finding  is  based  upon  the  final  decree  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  county  of  Santa  Barbara,  in  said  State,  in  a  suit 
for  partition  of  the  interests  of  the  several  claimants  as  tenants  in 
common  of  said  "  Eancho  Punta  de  la  Laguna,"  and  transfers  subse- 
quently made  by  some  of  the  parties  in  interest.  At  the  date  of  said 
act  the  record  shows  prima  facie  that  the  following  persons  were  each 
entitled  to  indemnity  under  its  provisions  to  the  amount  set  opposite 
each  name,  to  wit : 

W.L.ADAM 110-1320 424.99acres. 

J.L.  SCHUMAN 110-1320 424.99  <* 

ERMIFIA  DAKGIB,  formerly 

BRMINIA  PE II ALTA 110-1320 424.99  " 

JOSBFA  P.  VAN  VRANKEN 

formerly  JOSBFA  PER  ALT  A .  1 10-1320 424.99  " 

ISAAC  GOLDTREE 220-1320 849.99  " 

2497— VOL  11 33 
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J.  B.  ARELLANBS 220-1320 849.99acre& 

W.B.DARGIE 220-1320 849.99    '' 

J.H.Rice 65-1320 212.49    " 

ELIZA  DUTARD,  wife  of  HIP- 

POLYTB  DUTARD 55-1320 212.49 

L.M.  KAISER 55-1320 212.49 

S.  I.  JAMISON 45-1320 _173.86 

Estate  of  A.  TOGNAZZINI 10-1320 38.63    « 


U 


Totftl 5099.89 

The  record  fails  to  show  tbat  said  attorney  iu  fact,  Dargie,  is  aathor- 
ized  to  represent  the  estate  of  A.  Tognazzini  which  appears  to  be  en- 
titled to  select  as  indemnity  only  38.63  acres  less  than  the  smallest  legal 
subdivision.  Bat  since  it  appears  that  he  left  several  minor  children, 
and  that  an  administrator  of  said  estate  has  been  duly  appointed,  1 
agree  with  you  that  such  administrator  or  duly  authorized  guardian  of 
said  children  may  be  allowed  to  select  the  indemnity  to  which  they  ap- 
pear to  be  entitled.  Said  act  requires  patents  to  be  issued  to  said  bene- 
ficiaries duly  found  entitled  thereto,  ^'  for  an  equal  quantity  of  the  un- 
occupied, unappropriated,  and  unsurveyed  public  lands  of  the  United 
States  in  the  State  of  California,  not  mineral,"  which  lands  are  required 
"  to  be  selected  by  them  (that  is,  the  beneficiaries),  respectively,  within 
one  year  next  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  and  not  afterward,  and  in 
tracts  not  less  than  the  subdivisions  provided  for  in  the  TTiiited  States 
land  laws,  and  if  not  surveyed  when  taken,  to  conform,  when  surveyed, 
to  the  general  system  of  the  United  States  laud  surveys."  The  benefi- 
ciaries are  therefore  limited  by  the  express  terms  of  said  act  to  one  year 
from  October  1,  1890,  to  make  said  selections.  If  they  fail  to  make  said 
selections  within  the  time  specified,  or  select  land  of  the  character  not 
granted,  they  do  so  at  their  peril,  for  this  Department  has  no  authority 
to  extend  the  time  prescribed  in  said  act.  Baca  Float  l^o,  thi*ee  (5  L. 
D.,  705).  I  see  no  objection,  however,  to  allowing  said  selections  to  be 
made  by  the  duly  appointed  attorney  or  authorized  agent  of  said  bene- 
ficiaries under  appropriate  instructions  to  the  several  local  land  officers 
in  said  State.  You  will  please  prepare  said  instructions,  as  soon  as 
practicable,  and  transmit  the  same  for  my  approval. 

It  is  not  intended  to  decide  herein  that  the  Department  will  issne 
patents  upon  the  selections  made  by  said  beneficiaries,  if  it  shall  appear 
from  further  evidence  that  the  partiesarenof  justly  entitled"  thereto. 
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COAL  LANp-DECLARATOBY  STATBMENT-FBEFBRBNCE  BIGHT. 

BuLLABD  V.  Flanagan. 

A  coal  declaratory  statement  should  not  be  received  wbile  the  land  is  covered  by  the 
existing  homestead  entry  of  another. 

Priority  of  possession  and  improvement  of  coal  land,  followed  by  proper  filing  and 
development  of  the  mine  in  good  faith,  entitle  the  claimant  to  the  preference 
right  of  purchase  under  the  statute. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  November  26, 1800. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  William  H.  Ballard  from  yoar  office 
decision  of  May  18, 1880,  holding  for  cancellation  the  coal  declaratory 
statement  of  said  Bullard  for  lot  4,  of  Sec.  2,  T.  7  N.,  fi.  47  E.,  Miles 
City,  Montana,  and  allowing  A.  P.  Flanagan  to  perfect  his  coal  filing 
for  said  tract. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  12th  of  May,  1880,  said  Flanagan  filed 
a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  lot  together  with  one 
hundred  and  twenty  acres  adjoining  it. 

On  January  5,  1881,  one  Garland  made  a  timber  culture  entry  for 
said  tract.  A  contest  between  said  Garland  and  Flanagan  was  had 
Tirhich  finally  resulted  in  favor  of  Garland. 

January  0, 1883,  upon  receipt  of  the  final  decision  in  that  case  at  the 
local  office  one  H.  H.  Gerrish  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  Gar- 
land's entry.  A  hearing  was  ordered  for  May  16,  1883,  at  which 
Carland  made  default  and  Gerrish's  homestead  entry  was  allowed. 

On  January  22, 1883,  Flanagan  presented  an  application  to  contest 
Garland's  timber  culture  entry  which  was  denied  by  the  local  officers 
and  your  office  sustained  them,  and  upon  appeal  here,  your  said  office 
decision  was  affirmed. 

April  5, 1884,  Flanagan  hied  here  a  motion  for  review  thereupon,  on 
May  0,  1884,  the  decision  was  revoked  and  a  hearing  ordered  between 
Flanagan  and  Gerrish  which  was  had  and  the  local  officers  found  in 
favor  of  Flanagan  and  upon  appeal  to  your  office  their  decision  was 
affirmed  on  the  22nd  day  of  June,  1885. 

November  10, 1885,  your  office  ordered  Gerrish's  homestead  entry 
canceled.  Afterwards  on  November  24, 1885,  your  office  ordered  action 
thereon  suspended  to  allow  time  for  Gerrish  to  proceed  under  Rule  85 
of  Kules  of  Practice. 

January  11, 1886,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers  to  proceed  as 
under  your  letter  of  November  10,  1885. 

September  12, 1885,  Flanagan  filed  his  relinquishment  as  a  pre-emp- 
tion claimant  to  said  lot  4  and  accompanied  it  with  a  coal  declaratory 
statement  for  said  lot  but  neither  paper  was  entered  of  record. 

September  15,  1885,  Bullard  the  present  contestant  also  filed  a  coal 
declaratory  statement  tor  said  lot  4,  which  was  disallowed.    On  Novem* 
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ber  20, 1885,  Bullard  again  filed  his  coal  declaratory  statement  for  said 
lot,  which  was  allowed  by  the  local  officers  after  they  had  noted  on  their 
docket  a  cancellation  of  Gerrish's  homestead  entry  pursuant  to  year 
office  decision  of  November  10,  1885. 

On  the  17th  day  of  January,  1886,  the  local  officers  made  opposite 
Grerrish's  homestead  entry  the  annotation  on  their  docket  ^'  Finally  can- 
celed as  per  Commissioner's  letter  "G"  January  11, 1886." 

On  January  23, 1886,  Flanagan  offered  again  to  file  a  coal  declaratory 
statement  for  said  lot  4,  which  was  accepted  by  the  local  officers  his 
former  application,  as  well  as  Bullard's  first  one,  having  been  rejected 
for  the  reason  that  said  lot  was  then  covered  by  Gerrish's  homestead 
entry  then  pending  in  contest  on  appeal. 

On  September  29, 1886,  Bullard  published  notice  of  his  intention  to 
make  final  proof  on  his  coal  declaratory  statement  and  particularly 
notified  Flanagan  of  his  intention. 

On  October  7,  1886,  notice  was  given  by  Flanagan  of  his  intention  to 
make  final  proof  on  said  tract.  November  8,  1886,  wa«  fixed  as  the 
time  for  both  of  the  parties  to  make  their  proof  at  which  time  both  par- 
tiesappeared  and  submitted  their  evidence.  From  the  evidence  intro- 
duced before  them  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  Flanagan  and 
against  Bullard.  From  this  decision  Bullard  appealed  to  your  office, 
which  on  the  16th  day  of  March,  1889,  reversed  their  decision  and  dis- 
allowed Flanagan's  coal  declaratory  statement  and  allowed  Bullard's  for 
said  tract. 

Afterwards  a  motion  for  review  was  filed  in  your  office  by  Flanagan 
and  on  the  18th  day  of  May,  1889,  your  office  reversed  your  said  decis- 
ion of  March  16th,  1889,  and  recalled  the  said  decision  and  affirmed  the 
decision  of  the  local  officers  and  awarded  the  tract  to  Flanagan. 

From  your  said  office  decision  of  May  18, 1881),  Bullard  appeals. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  in  1880,  Flanagan  first  laid  claim 
to  the  tract  in  dispute  by  filing  his  preemption  declaratory  statement 
for  it.  Afterwards  it  appears  that  coal  was  discovered  in  close  prox- 
imity to  it,  so  much  so  that  it  appeared  reasonably  certain  that  the  tract 
was  more  valuable  for  coal  than  for  agricultural  purposes  and  uo  doabt 
acting  on  this  assumption  Flanagan,  on  the  12th  day  of  September, 
1885,  offered  to  file  his  relinquishment  to  said  tract  as  a  preemptor  and 
at  the  same  time  offered  his  coal  filing  on  it  neither  of  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  local  officers.  They  were  both  rejected  on  the  ground 
that  said  tract  was  embraced  in  the  subsisting  homestead  entry  of 
Gerrish.  The  homestead  entry  of  Gerrish  was  subsequently  canceled 
on  the  proceedings  by  Flanagan  but  before  Gerrish's  entry  was  finally 
ordered  canceled  by  your  office,  to  wit,  on  November  20,  1885,  Bnllfud 
again  presented  his  coal  declaratory  statement  for  said  tract  which  was 
allowed  by  the  local  officers. 

On  November  24,  1885,  your  office  suspended  action  on  your  letter  of 
November  10,  1885,  ordering  Gerrish's  entry  canceled  and  the  suspcn- 
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sion  remained  until  the  1  Itli  day  of  Jaimary,  1S8G,  when  yonr  office 
directed  the  local  officers  to  caucel  Gerrish'8  homestead  entry.  On 
January  23, 1886,  Flanagan  again  presented,  his  coal  declaratory  state- 
ment for  said  tract  which  the  local  officers  accepted.  Both  parties  gave 
notice  of  their  intention  to  perfect  their  title  under  their  coal  declaratory 
statements.  The  hearing  was  ordered  and  had  thereon  to  determine 
their  respective  rights.  The  evidence  adduced  is  voluminous  and  con- 
flicting. I  have  examined  it  carefully  and  I  find  that  Flanagan  has 
been  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  tract  since  1880,  claiming  it  all  the 
time  under  either  his  pre-emption  or  coal  declaratory  statement  That 
his  good  faith  is  shown  as  a  coal  claimant  from  the  date  of  his  first  offer 
to  file  coal  declaratory  statement,  to  wit,  September  12, 1885,  that  he 
commenced  to  take  out  coal  a  few  days  thereafter  and  has  continued  to 
take  out  coal  in  considerable  quantities  and  develop  the  mine  as  best 
he  could.  That  his  improvements  are  worth  from  $800  to  $900,  thereon. 
On  the  other  hand  BuUard  was  never  on  the  tract  until  the  14th  day  of 
September,  1885,  the  day  before  he  offered  his  first  filing.  His  improve- 
ments are  not  worth  to  exceed  $550.  There  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether 
his  improvements  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  development  of  the 
mine,  or  for  his  own  benefit  or  the  benefit  of  another. 

Flanagan's  good  faith  is  shown  to  be  superior  to  that  of  BuUard's  in 
the  premises.  The  offer  of  Flanagan  to  file  coal  declaratory  statement 
on  September .12, 1885,  and  Bullard  his  of  September  15,  1885,  were 
properly  rejected  because  at  that  time  the  tract  was  covered  bj^  Ger- 
rish's  homestead  entry.  The  acceptance  of  BuUard's  coal  declaratory 
statement  of  November  20, 1885,  was  erroneous  and  illegal  for  the  same 
reason,  as  Gerrish's  homestead  entry  was  not  finally  directed  to  be  can- 
celed by  your  office  until  January  11, 1886,  and  in  fact  canceled  by  the 
local  officers  on  the  17th  day  of  January,  1886.  On  the  23rd  day  ot 
January,  1886,  five  days  after  the  final  cancellation  of  Gerrish's  home- 
stead entry  Flanagan  offered  his  coal  declaratory  statement  which  was 
properly  accepted  by  the  local  officers  and  which  was  the  first  legal 
filing  after  the  cancellation  of  Gerrish's  homestead  entry.  It  is  clear 
that  Flanagan's  possession  and  imp  rovement  of  the  tract  were  prior  to 
BuUard's  and  being  foUowed  by  proi^er  filing  and  continued  good  faith 
entitles  him  to  the  preference  under  the  statute.  See  Revised  Stats., 
sections  2348,  2349,  and  2351. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  case  I  am  satisfied  that  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  your  office  in  the  decision  appealed  firom  is  correct 
and  it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


J 
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PRIVATE  CLAIM— STATEMENT  OF  ACTION. 

Nolan  Grant  No.  39. 

Id  yiew  of  the  conflict  between  the  opinionB  heretofore  expresaed  and  entertained 
with  respect  to  the  validity  and  status  of  this  grant,  and  the  varloas  complica- 
tions arising  thereunder,  and  the  further  fact  that  the  present  claimant  propoeee 
to  assert  his  alleged  right  through  the  representative  of  a  foreign  govemmeDt,  the 
Department  does  not  deem  it  expedient  to  express  an  opinion  npon  the  case  in 
its  present  condition. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Secretary  of  StatCy  November  26, 1890. 

I  beg  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  of  October  23, 1890,  trans- 
mittiDg  a  note  from  the  Otiarge  ad  interim  of  Mexico,  here,  relative  to 
the  complaint  of  William  Pinkerton,  said  to  be  a  Mexican  citizen,  as  to 
the  action  of  this  Department  in  djeclaring  that  certain  lands,  claimed 
by  him  are  part  of  the  public  domain,  whereby  he  has  sustained  heary 
losses^  and  yon  reqnest  my  views  as  to  Mr.  Pinkerton's  complaint  and 
the  practicability  of  his  proposition  to  secure  indemnity  in  the  premises, 
provided  he  is  entitled  thereto. 

The  alleged  claim  of  Mr.  Pinkerton  grows  out  of  what  is  known  as 
the  Nolan  grant,  No.  39. 

Under  section  eight  of  the  act  of  July  22, 1854  (10  Stats.,  308),  it  be- 
came  the  duty  of  the  surveyor-general  of  New  Mexico,  under  the  direc 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  "  to  ascertain  the  origin,  natare, 
character  and  extent  of  all  claims  to  lands  under  the  laws  and  usages 
and  customs  of  Spain  and  Mexico,''  and  report  to  Congress  bis  opiDiou 
as  to  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  each  of  the  s  ame ;  and  it  was  declared 
that: 

until  the  final  action  of  Congress  on  sach  claims,  all  lands  covered  thereby  shall 
be  reserved  from  sale  or  other  disposal  by  the  government. 

On  February  27, 1860,  the  widow  and  heirs  of  one  Gervacio  Nolan 
filed  before  the  surveyor-general  of  New  Mexico,  under  said  act  of  Con- 
gress, a  claim  to  a  tract  of  land,  situated  in  Mora  county  in  said  Terri- 
tory, which  was  said  to  have  been  granted  by  the  Mexican  authorities 
to  said  Nolan  and  two  others  on  November  18,  1845 ;  and  that  previous 
to  the  decease  of  said  Nolan,  he  purchased  all  the  right  title  and  interest 
of  his  said  associates.  On  this  application  proceedings  were  duly  bad 
before  the  surveyor-general  who,  on  July  10, 1860,  reported  that,  in  bis 
opinion,  the  grant  was  valid,  and  ought  to  be  confirmed  to  the  heirs 
and  legal  representatives  of  said  Nolan,  in  whom  title  to  the  whole 
grant  was  shown  to  be  vested.  Said  report  was  transmitted  to  Con- 
gress by  this  Department  on  January  11,  1861.  See  House  Executive 
Document  No.  28,  2d  Sess.  36th  Congress. 

Some  time  afterwards,  the  exact  date  does  not  appear,  the  widow 
and  heirs  of  the  said  Gervacio  Nolan  presented  another  application  to 
the  surveyor-general  of  New  Mexico,  under  the  act  of  1851,  wherein 
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claim  was  set  up  to  a  dififerent  tract  of  laud  alleged  to  have  beeu 
granted  to  said  !Nolan  by  the  Mexican  authorities  ou  December  1, 1843. 
After  iuvestigatiouy  the  surveyor-general,  on  October  8,  1861,  reported 
favorably  on  said  grant  also,  and  his  report  was  transmitted  to  Congress 
by  this  Department  on  May  12,  1862.  See  House  Executive  Document 
"So.  112,  2nd  Sess.,  37th  Congress,  page  30.  The  first  described  claim 
was  iN'o.  9  in  the  surveyor-general's  report,  which  to  prevent  confusion 
was  subsequently  changed  to  39  ;  and  the  second  claim  was  numbered 
48,  which  number  was  retained.  The  claim  in  which  Mr.  Plnkerton 
asserts  an  interest  is  the  one  known  as  No.  39. 

On  July  1, 1868,  the  committee  on  private  land  claims  of  the  House, 
to  which  had  been  referred  the  two  Noldn  grants  and  a  number  of  some- 
what similar  claims,  in  reporting  thereon,  said  that  the  Mexican  coloni- 
zation law  of  1824  and  the  regulations  thereunder  of  1828  limit  'Hhe 
amoant  of  public  lands  to  be  granted  to  a  single  individual  to  the  areal 
extent  of  eleven  square  leagues."  The  committee  recommended  a  num- 
ber of  claims  for  confirmation,  because  they  did  not  exceed  the  above 
area,  and  because  they  were  prior  in  date  to  the  Mexican  laws  quoted. 
The  committee  then  said: 

The  claims  of  Grerracio  Nolan  being  numbered  thirty-nine  (39)  andforty-eigbt  (48) 
being  of  a  date  long  subsequent  to  sai  d  decree  aud  regulations)  and  as  your  comniitteo 
are  informed  exooediug  the  limits  of  said  decree,  are  withheld  for  further  iuyestiga- 
tion.    (H.  Report  No.  71,  40th  Cong.  2d  sess.,  p.  5.) 

After  this,  no  mention  of  claim  No.  39  is  found  among  the  congres- 
sional proceedings,  but  by  act  of  July  1,  1870  (16  Stats.,  646),  Congress 
confirmed  grant  No.  4S  to  the  extent  of  eleven  square  leagues. 

By  the  second  section  of  said  act  the  claim  as  confirmed  is  directed  to 
be  located  in  a  compact  body,  the  extent  or  lines  thereof  being  ad- 
usted  to  the  public  surveys  as  far  as  practicable ;  aud  claims  of  ac- 
tual settlers  within  the  located  tract  are  to  be  protected  and  for  the 
aggregate  area  of  such  claims  the  heirs  of  Nolan  are  authorized  to  lo- 
cate a  like  quantity  of  public  lands  according  to  the  lines  of  public  sur- 
veys within  the  boundaries  of  the  original  grant  by  the  Mexican  au- 
thorities to  Nolan.    Section  four  provided : 

That  upon  the  adjustment  of  said  claim  of  the  heirs  of  Gervacio  Nolan,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  surveyor-general  of  the  dis- 
trict to  furnish  properly  approved  plats  to  said  claimants,  or  their  legal  representa- 
tives, which  shall  be  evidence  of  title,  the  same  to  be  done  according  to  such  instruc- 
tions as  may  be  given  by  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office  :  Provided j  how' 
every  That  when  said  lands  are  so  confirmed,  surveyed,  aud  patented,  they  shall  be 
held  and  taken  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  further  claims  or  demands  against  the 
United  States. 

The  snrvey  of  said  ^rant  was  duly  made,  the  claims  of  the  settlers 
and  grantees  adjusted  and  patent  issued  to  the  confirmees. 

On  August  2,  187G,  Mr.  M.  W.  Mills,  claiming  to  repres  ent  a  number 
of  settlers  on  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  claim  No.  39,  filed  in  the 
General  Laud  OfiQee  a  protest  against  the  recognition  of  any  right  to 
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8ai<1  laiuls  on  the  part  of  the  allowed  grautcea,  on  the  grooDd  thatun 
der  the  Mexican  laws  Nolan  couhl  obtain  but  eleven  leagues,  which 
had  already  been  confirmed  to  him  by  Congress. 

The  surveyor-general  of  New  Mexico  having  made  a  contract,  among 
others,  for  the  snrvey  of  said  private  land  claim  No.  39,  on  September 
1, 1877,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  wrote  to  him  re- 
fusing to  approve  of  the  said  contract  because  snid  claim  has  ^^  no  legal 
status."    A  copy  of  this  letter  marked  *<A"  is  herewith  sent. 

On  March  29,  ISSO,  application  was  made  to  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  for  a  survey  of  said  tract  by  Mr.  Martin  AndrewL-, 
who  offered  to  deposit  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  cover  the  estimated 
cost  of  the  survey,  and  on  December  1, 1880,  the  Commissioner  wrote 
to  .the  surveyor-general  to  furnish  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
posed survey  as  he,  the  Commissioner,  '^  has  become  satisfied  that  do 
objection  exists  to  the  making  of  a  preliminary  survey  of  said  claim 
under  the  deposit  system."  A  copy  of  this  letter  marked  ^^  B"  is  also 
sent  you.  In  pursuance  of  these  instructions,  a  survey  of  said  grant 
was  made  and  the  plat  thereof  was  transmitted  to  the  General  Land 
Office  March  7,  1883. 

On  May  23, 1881,  Mr.  J.  M.Cunningham,  claiming  to  be  part  owner  of 
said  grant,  tiled  a  protest  against  the  intrusion  of  settlers  thereon. 

On  August  21,  1882,  Mr.  O.  P.  McMains,  claiming  to  represent  8e^ 
tiers  upon  said  grant,  filed  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  an 
appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Of- 
fice in  reopening  the  case  and  ordering  a  survey.  On  October  9, 
1882,  Secretary  Teller  dismissed  said  appeal  because  no  final  decision 
had  been  made  by  the  Land  Office  from  which  an  appeal  would  lie. 
See  copy  of  his  decision  marked  "C." 

On  May  7,  1883,  McMains  filed  the  protest  of  a  number  of  settlers 
upon  the  grant  against  the  approval  of  the  survey,  a  copy  of  which  pro- 
test marked  ^^  D  "  is  herewith.  On  reference  of  the  same  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  he  reported  adversely  thereon  on 
August  19,  and  25,  1884.  See  copy  of  the  two  reports,  respectively, 
marked  "  E ''  and  "  p  "  :  and  on  November  18,  1884,  the  Secretary  con- 
curred in  the  views  of  the  Commissioner.  See  Secretary's  letter 
marked  "  G  ". 

On  April  11, 1885,  Mr.  McMains  filed  before  this  Department  another 
application  to  have  the  lauds  within  said  grant  thrown  open  for  settle- 
ment, and  on  reference  of  the  same  to  the  General  Laml  Office  the  Com- 
missioner, on  May  30,  1885,  reported  favorably,  as  will  be  seen  by  refer- 
ence to  the  Land  Office  report  for  1885,  p.  121. 

On  June  23, 1885,  Mr.  Pinkeito'n  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
protesting  against  the  injustice  of  the  Inst  report  of  the  Commissioner, 
and  stating  the  grant  had  been  divided  among  the  original  grantees,  and 
that  he  represented  the  interest  of  Lucero.  A  copy  of  this  letter, 
marked  ^<U  ",  is  inclosed. 
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On  January  9,  18SG,  my  predecessor,  Secretary  Lamar,  decided  that 
the  lands  in  question  should  no  longer  be  held  in  reservation  on  account 
of  said  grant,  and  directed  them  to  be  thrown  open  to  settlement  and 
entry;  a  copy  of  which  decision,  marked  *'  I",  is  also  inclosed,  and  will 
be  found  reported  in  volume  4,  of  the  Land  decisions,  p.  311. 

On  March  11,  1880,  the  heirs  of  Juan  Maria  Baca  claiming,  through 
Nolan,  to  own  one  half  of  said  grant,  filed  a  protest. against  the  depart- 
mental decision,  and  as  evidencie  of  their  right  and  title  in  the  premises 
they  produced  a  copy  of  the  decree  of  the  district  court  of  Mora  county 
dividing  said  grant  between  themselves  and  the  heirs  of  Nolan.  A 
copy  of  said  protest  and  decree  is  also  sent  you,  marked  "  J.  ^ 

Subsequently  an  application  to  the  Secretary  to  review  and  reverse 
his  sard  decision  was  filed,  but,  on  April  5, 18SG,  after  full  consideration 
of  the  subject,  he  decided  to  adhere  to  his  former  ruling.  A  copy  of 
this  last  decision,  marked  ^'  K",  is  sent  you,  and  it  is  also  reported  in  4 
L.  D.,  p.  479. 

In  pursuance  of  the  directions  of  the  Secretary  in  the  decision  of 
January  9, 1886,  the  lands  within  the  claimed  limits  of  said  grant  have 
been  thrown  open  and  a  large  number  of  settlers  have  located  thereon, 
as  alleged. 

Mr.  Pinkerton,  on  April  24,  1886,  made  application  to  the  President 
to  investigate  the  ca«e  and  reverse  the  action  of  the  Secretary  in  the 
premises.  The  matter  was  referred  by  the  President  to  the  Attorney- 
General  for  an  opinion,  which  was  submitted  by  that  officer  on  April 
23, 1887,  and  a  copy  whereof  is  furnished  you,  marked  "  L." 

No  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  by  the  President  upon  the  At- 
torney-General's opinion,  which  conflicts  with  that  of  Secretary  Lamar, 
as  to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the  act  of  July  1,  1870,  supra, 
confirming  the  other  Nolan  grant.  Said  opinion,  I  am  advised,  was  in- 
formally sent  to  the  Secretary  and  by  him  sent  to  the  files  of  the  De- 
partment here  without  action. 

There  has  been  much  other  correspondence  between  the  Land  Office, 
the  named,  and  other  parties  in  relation  to  said  grant.  Protests  and 
counter-protests  have  been  filed,  particular  reference  to  which  has  not 
been  deemed  necessary  in  the  very  full  and  detailed  statement  which  I 
send  and  which  is  believed  to  contain  a  fair  narrative  of  all  the  matters 
which  may  have  any  bearing  upon  the  claim  of  Mr.  Pinkerton,  in  the 
premises,  or  afford  any  light  in^^our  investigation  of  the  same. 

There  has  also  been  much  litigation  in  the  local  courts  between  the 
grant-claimants  and  settlers  or  intruders  upon  the  disputed  territory, 
of  which  latter  Mr.  M.  W.  Mills,  the  District  Attorney  of  New  Mexico, 
wrote,  on  June  13, 1885,  to  the  General  Land  Office—"  There  are  al)out  a 
thousand  settlers  on  this  grant."  He  also  wrote  that  hundreds  of  suits 
had  been  instituted  against  the  settlers,  many  of  which  were  pending, 
and  that  of  those  wiiich  had  reached  a  judicial  determination,  without 
exception,  the  decisions  were  in  favor  of  the  settlers.    On  November  9, 
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1885,  Mr.  Mills  wrote  tbnt  one  of  said  cascB,  tbat  of  William  Pinkerton 
V.  Epifaoio  Lcdaax,  had  been  carried  lo  tbe  United  States  sapreme 
court,  and  as  he  was  unable  to  follow  it  there,  he  suggested  tbat  tbe 
Attorney-General  take  charge  of  the  case  in  that  court.  Acting  upon 
this  suggestion,  on  January  9, 1886,  Secretary  Lamar  wrote  to  the  At- 
torney-General calling  his  attention  to  said  case,  and  requesting  hiiDf 
inasmuch  as  the  interests  of  the  settlers  and  of  the  government  seemed 
to  be  identical,  to  appear  and  protect  said  interests.  This  case  was  ar- 
gued at  the  October  term,  1888.  of  the  supreme  court,  but  the  Attorney- 
General  did  not  appear  therein.    It  is  reported  in  129  U,  S.,  p.  346. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  in  favor  of  tbe  settler  was  aflfirmed, 
mainly  upon  the  ground  tbat  tbe  tract  in  controversy  was  not  clearly 
shown  to  be  within  the  limits  of  tbe  grant.  No  question  as  to  tbe  va- 
lidity of  the  grantor  the  construction  of  tbe  proviso  in  tbe  act  of  July, 
1870,  supra^  was  raised,  though  both  of  these  questions  would  seem  to 
have  been  presented  by  the  record.  Indeed,  the  court  commental 
sharply  upon  tbe  omission  to  raise  and  discuss  these  questions.  It  said, 
on  page  355 : 

This  case  seems  to  have  been  very  perfunctorily  tried  and  discussed.  There  is  a 
question  which  may  be  entitled  to  much  consideration!  whether  tihe  Nolan  title  has 
any  validity  at  all  without  confirmation  by  Congress.  The  act  of  July  22,  1854,  be- 
fore referred  to,  seems  to  imply  that  this  was  necessary.  There  is  also  another  act  of 
Congress  which  may  have  a  bearing  on  the  case.  We  refer  to  the  act  of  July  1, 1870, 
16  Stat.,  646,  c.  202,  by  which  another  grant  to  Nolan  was  confirmed  to  the  extent  of 
eleven  leagues.  After  various  provisions  with  regard  to  the  exterior  linos  of  those  eleven 
leagues,  the  4th  section  declares  **  that  upon  the  adjustment  of  said  claim  of  the  bein 
of  Gervacio  Nolan,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  tbe 
surveyor  general  of  the  district  to  furnish  properly  approved  plats  to  said  claimants, 
etc. :  Provided,  that  when  said  lands  are  so  confirmed,  surveyed  and  patented,  tbey 
shall  be  held  and  taken  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  further  claims  or  demands 
against  the  United  States.'' 

Whether  this  provision  was  not  intended  to  affect  the  entire  claim  of  Nolan  for 
any  grant  of  lands  in  New  Mexico  may  be  a  serious  question.  Without  expressing 
any  opinion  on  the  subject,  it  suffices  to  say  that  we  see  no  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  supreme  court  of  New  Mexico,  and  it  is  therefore  affirmed. 

It  is  very  mueh  to  be  regretted  that  the  question  of  the  construction 
of  said  proviso  was  not  presented  to  and  settled  by  tbe  court  in  that 
case,  as  it  would  have  prevented  farther  controversy  as  to  the  title  to 
the  lauds  within  the  limits  of  grant  No.  39. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  statement  that  the  action  of  the 
Land  Department  in  relation  to  the  Nolan  grant  No.  39  has  not  been 
entirely  consistent.  In  the  first  instance  the  Commissioner  (William- 
son) refused  to  approve  of  a  contract  for  the  survey  thereof,  whereby  its 
reservation  would  have  been  noted  on  the  tract  books,  holding  tbat  said 
grant,  under  the  act  of  1870,  supra,  had  ''  no  legal  status.''  Three  years 
afterwards,  the  same  officer  found  no  objection  '^  to  the  making  of  a 
preliminary  survey  of  said  claim  under  the  deposit  system."  Four  years 
later.  Commissioner  McFarland,  and  Acting  Commissioner  HarrisoD, 
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Y'ecommended  that  the  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,  as  shown  by 
the  survey,  be  suspended  from  entry  and  that  the  petition  of  the  settlers 
to  the  contrary  be  rejected.  In  this  recommendation  Secretary  Teller 
concurred.  The  next  year  Commissioner  Sparks  recommended  that 
said  lands  be  thrown  open  to  entry  and  settlement,  and  in  this  view 
Secretary  Lamar  concurred.  And  then  there  is  the  opinion  of  the 
Attorney-General  which  conflicts,  as  to  the  law,  with  that  of  Secretary 
Lamar,  and  the  dubitantur  of  the  supreme  court. 

The  question  in  the  case,  which  has  heretofore  been  considered  by 
the  Department,  is  purely  legal,  and  arises  out  of  the  construction 
placed  upon  the  statute  of  July  1, 1870,  supraj  and  more  particularly 
the  proviso  to  the  fourth  section  thereof.  On  the  one  side  it  was 
thought  that  the  proviso  only  declared  that  acceptance  of  patent  under 
that  act  should  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  further  claims  in  relation 
to  grant  No.  48.  It  is  asserted  that  said  grant  was  for  a  much  larger 
quantity  of  land  than  the  amount  for  which  it  was  confirmed,  and  that 
the  proviso  was  meant  to  prevent  the  setting  up  of  any  claim  there- 
after against  the  government,  because  of  the  curtailment  of  the  original 
area,  or  because  of  the  recognition  of  the  claims  of  settlers  within  the 
limits  of  the  grant  when  located.  And  it  is  insisted  that  it  is  not  to 
be  supposed  that  the  government  in  carrying  out  its  treaty  stipula- 
tions, confirming  a  grant  made  by  a  former  government  and  securing 
the  citizen  the  enjoyment  of  his  private  property,  would  exact  such  a 
hard  condition  as  a  release  of  <^all  further  claims  or  demands  against 
the  United  States''  of  every  kind  or  description ;  that  even  if  it  were 
held  that  under  the  Mexican  laws  Xolan  could  receive  but  one  grant, 
limited  in  amount  to  eleven  square  leagues,  yet,  inasmuch  as  grant  No. 
39  wa^  made  to  Nolan,  Lucero  and  Aragon,  even  if  Congress  meant  to 
restrict  the  first  to  a  grant  of  eleven  square  leagues  under  the  Mexican 
law,  it  is  not  fair  to  suppose  that  the  grant  to  the  others  was  to  be  ob- 
literated entirely,  even  though  they  had  exercised  their  lawful  right  of 
selling  their  interest  in  said  grant  to  Nolan  or  any  one  else. 

In  this  connection  it  may  be  as  well  to  mention  that  said  Nolan  at 
the  time  of  his  death  was  also  the  owner,  by  transfer  from  his  uncle 
Antonio  Sandoval,  of  the  Estancia  grant,  situated  in  Valencia  connty, 
New  Mexico ;  that  on  the  application  of  his  heirs  the  surveyor-general 
investigated  said  claim  and  reported  favorably  thereon,  which  report 
was  duly  transmitted  by  this  Department  to  Congress  on  February  8, 
1873,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  40, 42ud  Con- 
gress, 3rd  Session. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  argued  that  to  arrive  at  the  true  intention  of 
Congrcj^s  the  entire  act  must  be  read  and  construed  as  a  whole  in  ac- 
cordance  with  the  well-settled  rules  applicable  thereto;  that  the  claim 
of  Nolan  was  but  an  equitable  claim  at  most  and  not  a  perfect  legal 
right  or  title  to  the  land  in  question ;  that  of  the  extent  of  the  equities 
Congress  is  the  sole  judge,  and  its  judgment  cannot  be  questioned; 
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that  reading  the  act  in  this  light  it  is  apparent  there  was  no  necessity 
for  the  exaction  of  a  release  from  tlie  Nolans  on  account  of  the  curtail- 
ment of  the  area  of  grant  No.  48,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  legal  claim 
against  the  government  for  more  than  it  had  thought  proper  to  recog- 
nize by  its  confirmation;  that  the  release  in  the  proviso  cannot 
properly  be  construed  to  be  required  to  protect  the  government  from 
any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  Nolan  heirs,  because  of  the  recognition  of 
the  claims  of  the  settlers  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,  iuiismuchas 
lieu  lands  are  awarded  therefor  to  the  heirs,  and  the  right  of  the  settlers 
to  make  entry  of  their  claims  is  especially  provided  for  by  the  third  sec- 
tion of  said  act.  In  view  of  this  provision,  it  is  asserted,  as  a  familiar 
rule  of  construction,  that  where  a  statute  contains  a  particular  enact- 
ment, and  a  general  enactment,  which  might  include  the  particular  one, 
both  should  be  operative,  but  the  general  enactment  must  be  taken  to 
affect  only  caaes  outside  of  those  within  the  particular  language.  (End- 
lich  on  Statutes,  par.  399).  That  the  general  language  of  the  proviso  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  applicable  to  all  claims  of  every  nature  and  kind, 
but  is  restricted,  by  the  more  specific  langucige  with  which  it  is  associ- 
ated, to  claims  ejusdem  generis  as  those  designated  by  the  particular 
words,  in  the  absence  of  clear  intention  otherwise,  (ibid,  par.  405) 
That  under  these  canons  of  construction  the  conclusion  is  clear  that  it 
was  the  purpose  of  Congress,  as  a  condition  annexed ^o  the  acceptance 
of  patents  under  said  act,  to  require  a  release  of  all  claims  of  a  like 
nature  as  against  the  United  States. 

It  is  not  made  very  clear  how,  or  through  whom,  Mr.  Pinkerton  claims 
title.  It  appears  from  the  letter  of  the  Mexican  Charge,  inclosed  by 
you,  that  he  purchased  from  the  Nolan  heirs,  who  are  bound  to  protect 
and  defend  him  in  the  possession  of  the  tract  sold ;  whilst  Mr.  Pinker- 
ton  himself  states,  in  his  letter  herewith  sent  you,  that  he  purchased 
the  interest  of  Lucero  and  now  owns  the  same.  It  will  be  observed  that 
in  the  record  of  grant  39,  sent  up  by  the  surveyor  general,  it  is  shown 
that  Lucero  sold  to  Gervacio  Nolan  his  interest  in  said  grant ;  that 
Nolan  asserted  a  claim  to  the  whole  grant,  and  the  record  contains 
what  purport  to  be  conveyances  from  both,  Lucero  and  Aragon,  to 
Nolan  of  their  interest  in  said  grant,  and  that  the  surveyor  recom- 
mended the  confirmation  of  the  whole  grant  to  the  heirs  of  Nolan ;  and 
all  these  matters  were  of  record  before  Pinkerton  claims  to  have  pur- 
chased. The  decree  of  the  district  court  of  New  Mexico  seems  to  have 
been  an  amicable  suit,  and  therefore  settled  nothing  except  perhaps  as 
between  the  parties  thereto.  The  claim  now  made  through  Lucero 
would  seem  to  have  additional  complications  connected  with  it. 

Amid  these  complications  and  conflicts  of  opinion,  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Pinkerton,  through  the  minister  of  a  foreign  government, 
proposes  to  make  reclamation  or  demand  indemnity  of  the  United  States 
for  an  alleged  wrong,  claimed  to  have  been  caused  by  the  improper 
action  of  this  Department,  it  seems  to  mo  that  it  would  be  perhaps  un- 
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wise  fcr  me  at  this  time  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  his 
case,  as  suggested  by  you.  With  every  disposition  to  throw  all  the  light 
upon  the  case  and  its  complications,  I  send  this  very  full  statement  and 
the  numerous  exhibits  referred  to,  and  shall  be  glad  to  furnish  any  other 
information  in  the  possession  of  the  Department  which  may  be  desired ; 
but  prefer  to  postpone  an  expression  of  opinion  upon  the  cane  in  its 
present  aspect  lest  it  might  be  a  prejudgment  in  a  matter  which  has 
not  yet  assumed  definite  shape. 

I  also  inclose  copy  of  the  report  of  .the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  made  on  the  reference  of  your  letter  to  him  and  marked  '^M." 


TIMBBB  CULTiniB  CONTEST- RBLINQITISHMENT. 

DOERINGTON  V.  De  HABT. 

A  timber  onltare  entry  within  a  section  that  contains  a  natural  supply  of  timber  trees 
is  illegal  and  mast  be  canceled. 

The  right  of  a  contestant  to  proceed  against  an  entry  and  secure  the  results  of  the 
contest,  is  not  defeated  by  a  subsequent  relinquishment  of  the  entry,  and  the  in* 
tervening  filing  of  another. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  November  28, 1890. 

Tour  letter  of  November  6, 1889,  transmitted  the  papers  in  the  case 
of  Albert  Dorrington  v.  Henry  L.  De'Hart  on  ap[)eal  by  the  former 
from  your  decision  of  February  5,  1889,  dismissing  his  contest  against 
the  timber  culture  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  NW.  J  Sec.  17,  T.  32,  R. 
57  W.,  Valentine  land  district,  Nebraska.  It  also  transmitted  the  papers 
in  the  contest  case  of  one  Nathaniel  Searcy  against  the  same  entry,  also 
the  affidavit  of  a  contest  by  L.  A.  Dorrington  upon  a  very  different 
charge,  and  also  the  affidavit  of  contest  of  one  Frank  T.  Roxbury  against 
the  same  entry,  also  the  relinquishment  of  De'Hart  to  the  entry  and 
notice  by  the  local  officers  that  one  Peter  Wernsmann  had  also  filed  a 
declaratory  statement  for  the  land. 

On  October  10, 1884,  De'Hart  made  timber  culture  entry  for  this 
land,  and  on  June  21, 1886,  Albert  Dorrington  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  same,  alleging — 

That  said  section  contained  not  less  than  ten  acres  of  timber  land  and  a  good  thrifty 
growth  of  five  acres  of  timber  growing  natorally  upon  the  same,  composed  of  cotton- 
wood,  ash;  box  elder  and  elm  trees. 

Service  of  notice  was  made  by  publication,  and  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony was  fixed  for  September  28,  1886,  before  J.  A.  Wilson,  notary 
public,  Ghadron,  Nebraska.  Continuances  were  had  under  stipulations 
until  November  26, 1886,  when  the  testimony  was  taken  and  on  Decem- 
ber 20th  following  the  local  officers  passed  ux)on  the  case  and  recom- 
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mended  the  cancellatioii  of  the  entry,  from  which  decision  the  entry- 
man  appealed. 

On  October  12, 1887,  one  iN'athaniel  Searcy  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test against  said  entry  alleging  that  ^'  Henry  De'Hart  has  failed  to  plant 
trees,  tree  seeds  or  tree  cnttings  daring  the  third  year  as  required  by 
law  or  np  to  date  of  this  contest,"  and  he  accom  panied  said  affidavit 
with  an  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land.  This  was 
placed  on  file  to  await  the  resnlt  of  former  contest. 

On  April  25, 1889,  the  local  officers  transmitted  said  papers  with  the 
information :  "  Entry  relinquished  and  D.  S.  filing  made  by  Peter  Werns- 
mann.    Gase  dismissed." 

On  February  18, 1889,  L.  A.  Dorrington  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
alleging  that  the  entryman  has  failed  to  cultivate  or  cause  to  be  cul- 
tivated said  tract  during  the  past  year  and  has  failed  to  plant  or  cause 
to  be  planted  any  trees,  seeds  or  cuttings  on  the  land  during  the  year 
last  past,  and  that  these  defects  still  exist. 

On  April  22, 1889,  Frank  T.  Koxbury  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry  alleging  failure  to  plant  ten  acres  to  trees  as  required  by 
law,  etc.,  and  that  the  default  still  exists.  Nothing  was  done  with  either 
of  the  three  last  named  cases  except  that  a  memorandum  shows  Searcy's 
contest  dismissed,  and  on  April  23, 1889,  De'Hart  filed  his  relinquish- 
ment and  Peter  Wernsmann  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  land. 

In  the  mean  time  on  February  15, 1889,  your  office  decided  the  case 
of  Albert  Dorrington  v.  De'Hart  and  dismissed  the  contest,  from  which 
decision  the  former  appealed  to  this  Department. 

On  June  28, 1889,  in  pursuance  of  your  instructions  of  May  16,  Dor- 
rington notified  Wernsmann  of  his  appeal  and  furnished  him  copy  of 
same. 

Wernsmann  has  not  filed  any  brief  in  the  case  nor  any  statement  in 
regard  to  his  declaratory  statement. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  is  somewhat  conflicting  as  to  the  number 
of  trees  upon  the  section,  but  it  appears  from  the  testimony  that  there 
were  from  seven  to  ten  acres  of  timber  thereon  and  that  while  the  belt 
of  timber  follows  the  trend  of  a  stream  running  through  the  section,  it 
extends  back  upon  the  upland  and  grows  independent  of  the  water  of 
the  stream  and  its  overflow.  There  appears  also  to  be  a  grove  of  ash 
timber  away  from  the  stream.  A  large  number  of  stumps  of  various 
sizes  are  found  upon  the  land,  and  the  testimony  tends  to  show  that 
men  have  been  taking  firewood  and  some  building  material  off  the  land 
for  several  years,  yet  it  is  in  evidence  that  the  timber  (is  increasing  by 
natural  growth,  and  rapidly  so,  since  the  land  has  been  protected  from 
fire  and  from  cattle  that  formerly  ranged  over  it. 

DeHart  did  not  testify  in  the  ease,  and  produced  but  one  witness. 
He  testified  that  there  was  no  timber  on  the  section,  but  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence  shows  that  be  is  mistaken;  that -nature  has  sap- 
plied  and  is  continuing  to  supply  the  section  with  timber,  without 
planting  or  cultivation  by  man. 
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I  have  examined  the  cases  yoa  cite  and  note  the  fact  that  in  the  case 
of  Bartch  v.  Kennedy  (3  L.  D.,  437)  the  trees  on  the  section  were  con- 
fined to  the  banks  of  the  Knife  River,  and  that  they  were  ^^  located 
mostly  on  the  river  bank,  where  the  land  is  subject  to  overflow."  In 
the  other  case  cited  the  facts  are  not  given.  In  case  of  Box  i?.  Ulstein 
(3  L.  D.,  143),  the  testimony  showed  that  the  timber  was  in  groves  on 
the  tillable  land,  not  confined  to  the  banks  of  streams,  the  varieties  be- 
ing, poplar,  oak,  willow  and  balm  of  giiead.    It  is  said  in  that  case : 

The  question  then  is,  has  nature  in  this  case  provided  what  in  time  wiU  become  an 
adequate  supply  of  timber  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  section  f  I  think  that  we  find 
the  proper  standard  of  "an  adequate  supply"  in  the  timber  culture  act  which  pro- 
vides for  the  planting  of  ten  acres  of  timber  and  for  the  existence  of  ...  . 
sixty-seven  hundred  and  fifty  trees  on  a  section,  or  the  probability  that  from  the 
existing  natural  supply  there  will  be  that  number  in  the  future. 

In  the  case  of  Blenkner  v.  Sloggy  (2  L.  D.,  267)  the  timber  grew  in 
the  bend  of  a  creek  in  the  extreme  corner  of  the  section  and  partially 
if  not  wholly  subject  to  overflow,  the  remainder  of  the  section  being 
prairie  land.    Therein  it  is  said : 

It  is  eminently  proper  that  the  situation  of  the  natural  growth  of  timber  and  its 
relation  to  the  section  should  be  considered  as  well  as  the  actual  amount  and  charac- 
ter of  the  timber  itself. 

Having  carefully  considered  the  testimony  in  the  case  at  bar,  I  con- 
cur with  the  local  officers  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled.  The  right 
of  the  contestant,  Albert  Dorringtou,  is  not  defeated  by  the  relinquish- 
ment of  DeHart,  and  the  filing  of  the  declaratory  statement  of  Werns- 
mann. 

See  Gardners.  Spencer  (10  L.  D.,  398). 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 


SCHOOIi  liAND-SETTLEMENT  BEFORE  SURVEY. 

John  W.  Johnson. 

Settlement  on  school  land,  prior  to  the  survey  thereof,  by  one  who  has  exhausted  his 
pre-emptive  right,  and  claims  as  a  homesteader,  does  not  defeat  the  reservation 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Territory,  where  the  survey  is  made  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  aot  of  May  14,  1880. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Novonher  29,  1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  October  24, 1890,  relative  to  the  home- 
stead entry  of  John  W.  Johnson  for  the  W.  J  of  the  NE,  J  and  the  W. 
J  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  16,  T.  13  N.,  R.  6  B.,  G.  and  S.  B.  meridian,  Pres- 
cott,  Arizona,  which  was  canceled  October  28, 1874,  and  which  you 
recommend  to  be  re-instated,  and  that  authority  be  given  your  office  to 
pass  upon  the  final  proof  submitted  by  Johnson.  From  said  communi- 
cation and  accompanying  papers  the  following  facts  appear: 

The  land  is  a  school  section,  and  was  surveyed  in  1873.    The  town- 
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ship  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  office  August  6,  1874,  aud  Johnson  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  tract  August  15,  the  same  year.  His  entry  waa 
canceled  by  your  office  October  23,  1874,  on  the  ground  that  rights  un- 
der the  homestead  law  attached  only  at  dat^  of  entry.  Subsequently, 
the  receiver  at  the  Prescott  land  office  addressed  a  letter  to  your  office, 
enclosing  the  corroborated  affidavit  of  claimant  stating  that  he  settled 
"  ui)on  the  land  prior  to  survey,  and  asked  that  the  entry  be  reiu- 
stated.  This  application  was  transmitted  to  the  Secretary,  who,  on 
June  18, 1875,  affirmed  the  action  of  your  office  canceling  the  entry, 
holding  that : 

The  survey  was  made  before  Mr.  JobDson  made  his  entry.  His  entry  can  take  ef- 
fect only  from  its  date,  and  at  that  date  the  lands  were  reserved  as  aforesaid. 

Johnson  can  not  take  this  land  as  a  pre-omptor  and  allege  the  actual  date  of 
his  settlement  before  survey,  for  he  has  already  exhausted  his  privilege  as  a  pre- 
emptor. 

Notwithstanding  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  Johnson  continued  in 
the  occupancy  of  the  tract,  and,  on  March  16,  1885,  he  offered  final 
proof,  showing  continuous  residence  for  twelve  years  and  improvements, 
estimated  to  be  worth  from  $2,000  to  $4,000. 

In  view  of  the  long  residence  of  the  claimant  and  his  valuable  im- 
provements, aud  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880,  which  provides  that  the 
homestead  right  shall  relate  to  the  date  of  settlement,  you  recommend 
that  the  entry  be  reinstated,  and  that  your  office  be  authorized  to  act 
upon  the  proof  offered. 

The  Department  is  without  authority  to  grant  relief  to  this  settler. 
Prior  to  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  no  right  could  be  initiated  or  acquired 
under  the  homestead  law,  except  by  actual  entry  at  the  land  office. 
Said  act,  which  provided  that  rights  under  the  homestead  law  may.be 
initiated  by  settlement  upon  uusurveyed  land  as  under  the  pre-emption 
law,  and  that  the  right  shall  relate  back  to  the  date  of  settlement,  did 
not  legalize  settlements  made  prior  to  its  passage,  so  far  as  to  divest  or 
affi^ct  rights  that  had  been  acquired  prior  to  entry  and  before  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act. 

This  view  was  plainly  and  forcibly  expressed  in  the  case  of  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Lopez,  3  L.  D.,  130,  which  involved  the 
question  as  to  whether  a  settlement  upon  unsurveyed  lands  within  the 
limits  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  made  prior  to  the  act 
of  May  14, 1880,  with  a  view  to  entering  the  same  under  the  homestead 
law  when  surveyed,  is  such  a  claim  as  will  except  the  land  from  the 
grant.  The  Secretary  held  that  the  words  "  occupied  by  homestead 
settlers,"  occurring  in  the  excepting  clause  to  said  grant,  was  deliber- 
ately used  by  Congress  for  the  purpose  of  excepting  from  the  grant 
lands  settled  upon  with  the  intention  of  entering  them  under  the  home- 
stead law  when  surveyed,  knowing  that,  under  the  law  in  force  at  the 
date  of  the  grant,  no  right  could  be  acquired  under  the  homestead  law 
by  mere  settlement  as  against  the  right  of  the  company,  without  an 
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express  exception  and  reservatiou  for  that  purpose.    Bat,  in  speaking 
of  the  scope  and  parpose  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1S80,  he  says : 

This  act  introduced  several  new  featares  into  the  homestead  law,  and  among  others 
the  initiation  of  a  homestead  claim  by  settlement,  whether  the  land  is  surveyed  or 
nnsnrveyed.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  the  only  lawful  initiation  of  a  home- 
stead  claim  was  by  an  entry  or  Bliug  (except  in  cases  coming  uuder  section  2294,  Re- 
vised Statutes),  and  there  was  no  right  of  homestead  upon  unsurveyed  land.  In 
granting  these  additional  rights  to  homestead  settlers,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 
Congress  intended  the  act  to  operate  so  as  to  divest  rights  aln*ady  acquired  under 
other  laws;  and  hence  it  cannot  be  held  that,  in  the  case  before  me,  it  clothed  Lopez 
with  any  right  agaiust  the  railroad  company  superior  to  that  which  he  had  at  date  of 
the  definite  location  of  their  lino,  or  that  it  destroyed  any  vested  interest  which  they 
may  have  thereby  acquired  in  the  land. 

This  has  been  the  anifonn  raling  of  the  Department,  and  I  know  of 
no  case  in  which  a  contrary  ruling  has  been  made,  or  which  has  held 
that  any  right  uuder  the  homestead  law  could  be  acquired  by  settle- 
ment upon  unsurveyed  lands  prior  to  the  act  of  May  14,  1880. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  F.  Talbot,  8  L.  D.,  495,  the  Secretary,  in  speak- 
ing of  a  settlement  made  upon  school  lands  in  Wyoming  Territory  prior 
to  and  existing  at  date  of  a  survey  made  in  1870,  said,  that  such  settler 
as  against  the  rights  of  the  Territory  could  have  perfected  a  claim  un- 
der the  homesteail  or  pre-emption  law,  under  the  act  of  February  26, 1850 
(11  Stat.}  358).  But  this  was  mere  dictum,  not  necessary  to  a  decision 
of  the  case,  and  from  an  examination  of  the  question  involved  and  de- 
cided, it  is  evident  that  the  word  ^'homestead"  was  inadvertently  used, 
and  that  it  was  not  intended  to  hold  that  a  settlement  made  upon  a 
school  section  prior  to  survey  by  a  person  not  qualified  to  enter  it  under 
the  pre-emption  law,  but  having  the  qualifications  of  a  homesteader, 
would  defeat  the  reservation  for  school  purposes,  under  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 26,  1850,  which  provides  that  "where  settlements,  with  a  view  to 
pre-emption,  have  been  made  before  the  survey  of  the  lands  in  the  field, 
which  are  found  to  have  been  made  on  sectious  sixteen  or  thirty-six, 
those  sections  shall  be  subject  to  the  pre  emi>tion  claim  of  such  settler." 

The  only  question  involved  and  decided  in  the  case  of  Talbot  was, 
that  if  a  settlement  was  made  upon  school  lands  prior  to  survey  which 
would  except  it  from  the  grant  or  reservation,  and  such  settler  subse- 
quently abandoned  the  land,  before  indemnity  had  been  taken,  the 
grant  or  reservation  immediately  attaches,  and  the  purchase  of  the  im- 
provements of  such  settler  by  one  who  settled  subsequent  to  survey 
gives  no  right  as  against  the  grant  or  reservation,  either  under  the  act 
of  February  26,  1850,  or  the  act  of  August  0, 1888  (25  Stat.,  303),  au- 
thoriziug  the  leasing  of  school  and  university  lands  in  the  Territory  of 
Wyoming.  In  other  words,  that  such  settlement  does  not  except  the 
tract  from  reservation,  excei)t  in  favor  of  the  settler  in  actual  occupa- 
tion at  date  of  survey.  The  question  as  to  the  character  of  settlement 
was  not  involved. 

At  the  date  of  Johnson's  entry^  the  laud  in  controversy  had  been 
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designated  by  survey  as  a  school  section,  and  wan  then  in  reservation 
for  school  purposes  for  the  Territory  of  Arizona. 

The  5th  section  of  the  act  of  July  22, 1854  ( 10  Stat,  308),  which  was 
extended  to  and  continued  in  force  in  the  Territory  of  Arizona  by  the 
act  of  February 24, 1863  (12  Stat.,  664),  provided: 

That  when  the  lands  in  the  said  Territory  shall  be  surveyed,  under  the  direction 
of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  preparatory  to  bringing  the  same  into  mar- 
ket, sections  numbered  sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  each  township,  in  said  Territory, 
shall  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  toschoolB 
in  said  Territory,  and  in  the  States  and  Territories  hereafter  to  be  created  out  of  the 
same. 

'  While  such  reservation  does  not  amount  to  a  grant,  or  such  a  dedi- 
cation in  the  strict  legal  sense  as  to  withdraw  from  Congress  the  power 
of  disposition  over  such  sections,  yet  it  has  all  the  force  and  effect  of  a 
grant  to  a  State,  so  far  as  to  withdraw  said  lands  from  other  disposi- 
tion or  control,  except  by  Congress.  Minnesota  v,  Bachelder,  1  Wall., 
109 ;  John  W.  Bailey  et  alj  5  L.D.,  216.  The  right  of  the  Territory  to 
have  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  held  in  reservation  is  statutory,  and 
the  Secretary  has  no  power  or  authority  to  impair  that  right  by  recog- 
nizing any  claim  of  the  settler,  except  such  as  is  expressly  authorized 
by  law.    Thomas  F.  Talbot,  supra. 

When  this  survey  was  made  and  the  township  plat  filed  in  the  local 
office,  the  sixteenth  and  thirty-sixth  sections  were  reserved  for  school 
purposes,  subject  only  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  2G,  1859 
(Sec.  2275  B.  S.),  which  excepted  from  reservation  such  sections  upon 
which  settlements  with  a  view  to  pre-emption  had  been  made  prior  to 
said  survey,  and  declared  that  those  sections  should  be  subject  to  the 
pre-emption  claim  of  such  settler. 

It  appears  from  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  June  18, 1875,  that 
Johnson  had  exhausted  his  pre-emptive  right,  and  could  not  take  the 
land  under  the  preemption  law ;  therefore  he  could  not  claim  the  ben- 
efits of  said  section  2275,  although  he  was  a  settler  upon  the  land  prior 
to  and  at  date  of  survey. 

If  this  settler  is  now  residing  upon  the  tract  and  has  continuously  re- 
sided thereon  since  his  alleged  settlement,  and  has  made  valuable  im- 
provements on  the  land,  it  would  present  a  case  that  appeals  strongly 
to  Congress  for  relief,  which  has  the  power  to  authorize  the  entry  of 
this  tract  and  to  require  the  Territory  to  select  indemnity  in  lieu 
thereof;  but  upon  the  facts  presented  in  your  letter  I  know  of  no  au- 
thority that  would  authorize  the  Department  to  re-instate  his  entry 
and  allow  his  proof  as  against  the  right  of  the  Territory. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

Northern  Paoipio  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Potter  et  al. 

Where  possession  and  ooonpanoy  alone,  at  the  time  rights  under  a  railroad  grant  at- 
tach, are  relied  on  to  except  the  laud  from  the  grant,  it  must  aiHrraatively  appear 
that  the  party  in  snoh  possession  had  the  right,  at  that  time,  to  assert  a  claim  to 
the  land  in  question  under  the  settlement  laws. 

The  occupancy  and  possession  of  one  who  has  exhausted  his  rights  under  the  home- 
stead and  pre-emption  laws  do  not  constitute  such  a  '*olaim"  as  will  defeat  the 
operation  of  the  grant. 

The  case  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bowman,  cited  and  distinguished. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  November 

29,  1890. 

On  December  23, 1885,  William  H.  Potter  made  application  at  the 
Bozemau,  Montana,  land  office  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  NW. 
i  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  29  and  the  IS.  ^  NE.  i  of  Sec.  30,  T.  1  N.,  E.  4  E.,  of 
that  district. 

The  register  and  receiver  rejected  the  application,  on  the  ground 
that  part  of  the  tract  was  in  an  odd  numbered  section  within  the  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  listed  by  the  same  June 
27, 1885,  list  No.  6. 

Potter  appealed  to  your  office,  and,  on  January  13,  1888,  the  local 
officers  were  directed  to  order  a  hearing  to  ascertain  the  true  status  of 
the  land  in  the  odd  numbered  section.  July  6,  1882 — the  date  of  the 
definite  location  of  the  line  of  said  company's  road  opposite  the  land  in 
question. 

On  this  hearing,  from  the  evidence,  they  held  that  said  tract  in  Sec. 
29  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company,  but  as  Potter  had  ex- 
hausted hispreemption  and  homestead  privileges,  his  application  should 
be  dismissed. 

From  this  judgment  both  Potter  and  said  company  appealed,  and 
l*otter  also  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  withdraw  his  application  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  and  substitute  a  timber  culture  ap- 
plication for  the  tract  in  the  odd  numbered  section,  retaining  intact  his 
pre-emption  claim  for  the  land  in  the  even  numbered  section  under  his 
filing  made  March  20, 1883,  and  alleged  settlement  of  March  17th  of  that 
year. 

It  was  shown  at  the  hearing  and  so  found  by  the  register  and  receiver, 
which  finding  was  concurred  in  by  you,  that  Potter  had  exhausted  his 
homestead  and  pre-emption  privileges  at  the  date  he  made  application 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  in  question,  and  I  think  this  find- 
ing is  fully  warranted  by  the  evidence. 

By  your  said  office  decision,  you  also  held  that  the  land  in  question 
in  the  odd  numbered  section  is  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company. 
From  this  judgment  the  company  again  appealed. 
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The  land  is  within  the  forty  mile  granted  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  and  was  withdrawn  upon  filing  the  map  of  general 
route  of  said  road,  February  21, 1872. 

The  map  of  definite  location  wa  s  filed  July  6, 1882,  from  which  date 
the  right  of  the  company  attached  to  the  odd  numbered  sections  within 
the  grant. 

It  appears  that  on  February  2L,  1872,  Enos  Swan  filed  his  declaratory 
statement  for  the  land  above  described,  including  the  tract  in  Sec.  29, 
alleging  settlement  thereon  October  1, 1869.  He  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  resided  on  the  tract,  with  his  family,  in  1871.  He 
built  a  house  a  nd  stable  and  a  half  mile  of  fencing  during  that  year, 
and  cultivated  the  land.  He  sold  his  improvements  to  one  Clausen 
about  the  year  1876 ;  and  the  latter  sold  to  S.  H.  Murry,  from  whom 
Potter  obtained  possession  in  1882,  and  lived  on  the  place  ''  off  and  on" 
till  1883,  when  he  moved  his  family  to  it,  and  has  since  that  time  re- 
sided on  the  place.  He  has  raised  crops  on  the  land  since  1882,  and 
has  claimed  the  land  and  had  no  other  home. 

It  has  been  occupied  and  cultivated  continuously  since  1871,  and 
claimed  by  the  parties  above  named. 

At  the  date  of  the  withdrawal,  the  land  in  Sec.  29  was  embraced  in 
the  filing,  prima  faoie  valid,  and  covered  by  the  settlement  of  Swan, 
and  was  therefore  free  from  the  operation  of  such  withdrawal.  North- 
ern Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Stovenour,  19  L.  D.  645. 

The  land  thereafter  was  continuously  occupied  and  claimed  by  other 
settlers,  and  at  the  date  of  definite  location  was  occupied  and  claimed 
by  Potter;  but  since  he  had  exhausted  his  pre-emption  and  homestead 
privileges,  and  thereby  become  legally  disqualified  under  the  then  ex- 
isting laws  from  holding  or  taking  the  laud  under  the  settlement  lavs 
of  the  United  States,  his  settlement  and  supposed  claim  could  not  avail 
him.  The  title  to  the  land  in  the  odd  numbered  section  at  date  of  defi- 
nite location  had  not  been  ^^  sold,  granted  or  otherwise  appropriated," 
and  was  ^'  free  from  pre-emption  or  other  claims  or  rights,^  and  thus 
became  subject  to  the  grant  to  the  company.  Northern  Pacific  Eail- 
road  Company  v,  Fitzgerald,  7  L.  D.,  229. 

In  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific. E.  E.  Co  v.  Bowman,  7  L.  D.,  238, 
which  is  relied  on  by  the  Commissioner,  it  was  expressly  held  that  Bow- 
man had  not  exhausted  Lis  right  of  entry  under  the  homestead  law, 
and  could  have  entered  the  land  in  dispute  as  a  homestead  if  he  so  de- 
sired, there  being  no  intervening  adverse  settlement  claim  thereto. 
The  statement  in  that  case  ^Hhat  the  question  as  to  whether  the  claim 
of  said  Bowman  was  a  lawful  claim,  cannot  enter  into  the  consideration 
of  the  case  or  have  any  influence  in  the  determination  of.  the  issue  in- 
volved. It  is  sufficient  if  he  had  a  claim  to  the  land  in  dispute  at  the  date 
mentioned  of  such  a  nature  as  the  act  defines,  and  any  question  as  to 
the  lawfulness  or  validity  of  such  claim  is  immaterial  (Newhall  v.  Sanr 
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ger,  92  U.  S.,  761 ;  K.  P.  R'y  r.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  620),''  must  be 
limited  to  the  facts  of  that  case.  It  is  not  by  any  moans  clear  that  the 
cases  cited  uphold  the  doctrine  so  broadly  enunciated,  and  certainly  it 
could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Supremo  Court  to  announce 
that  a2)y  "claim,"  no  matter  how  shadowy,  could  except  land  from  the 
grant.  It  must  at  least  be  a  claim  capable  of  being  asserted  by  the 
party  in  possession  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States;  other- 
wise, the  claim  of  an  alien,  in  possession  at  the  time  the  railroad  com- 
pany's rights  attach,  who  could  never  take  the  land,  must  except  the 
land  from  the  grant.  The  Department  has  expressly  ruled  against  this 
view  in  the  cases  of  Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  6  L.  D.,  98 ; 
Central  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  t?. Painter,  id.  485 ;  Titamore  v.  Southern  Pacific 
E.  E.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  463;  Central  Pacific  E.  E  .  Co.  v.  liooth  et  al,  11  L 
D.J  89,  and  Central  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Taylor  et  al.^  id.  355.  It  is 
deemed  that  the  true  rule  is  that  where  parties  rely  on  an  entry  or  filing 
of  record,  the  railroad  company  cannot  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the 
same,  unless  it  alleges  that  the  filing  or  entry  of  record  was  fraudulent 
and  void  ab  initio  because  the  alleged  settler  was  not  in  existence  at 
the  date  of  said  record.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Cot?.  Brown,  10  L.  D., 
662,  and  Union  Pacific  H.  E.  Co.  v.  Haines,  on  review,  11  L.  D.,  224. 
But  that  where  possession  or  occupation  alone  at  the  time  the  railroad 
rights  attach  are  relied  on  to  except  the  land  from  the  grant,  it  must 
affirmatively  appear  that  the  partj'^  in  such  possession  had  the  right  at 
that  time  to  assert  a  claim  to  the  lands  in  question  under  the  settlement 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  being  shown  that  Potter  had  exhausted  his  right  of  homestead 
and  pre-emption  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  he  had 
no  '<  claim  "  thereto  such  as  would  except  the  land  from  the  grant. 
James  Brady  r.  Central  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.,  11  L.  D., 

Tour  said  office  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 

It  appears  that  on  April  10,  1889,  Eobert  Porter  made  application  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  question;  this  was  rejected,  for 
the  reason  that  the  land  applied  for  was  embraced  in  this  case,  then  on 
appeal  to  your  office.  Porter  appealed.  I  herewith  return  the  papers, 
with  directions  that  you  pass  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  as  between 
Potter  and  Porter,  as  to  the  lands  above  described  in  section  30. 
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BAILKOAD    GllANT— INDEMNITY    SBI^ECTION-CONFLICTING    GRANTS. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore. 

Lands  within  the  grant  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  company  are  expressly  excepted 
from  the  later  grant  to  the  Soathern  Pacific  ;  and  the  act  of  Congress  forfeiting 
certain  lauds  granted  to  the  former  company  confers  no  rights  upon  the  latter  to 
to  select  lands  never  embraced  within  its  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Gommisaioner  of  the  Qemral  Land  Office^  November 

29,  1890. 

The  appeal  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  from  the  de- 
cision of  your  office  of  November  21, 1888,  holding  for  cancellation  its 
selection  of  the  E.J  NWJ,  SWJ  NWJ  (lot  1)  and  lots  2  and  3  of  Sec. 
29,  T.  4  K,  R.  19  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California,  has  been  con- 
sidered. 

The  land  selected  is  Avithin  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  of 
March  3, 1871  (16  Stats. ,  679),  to  the  branch  line  of  the  Sonthern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  as  shown  by  its  map  of  designated  route  filed 
April  3,  1871,  and  also  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  July 
27, 1866  (14  Stats.,  292),  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
as  shown  by  its  map  of  designated  route  filed  March  12, 1872. 

Mattie  Moore  made  an  application,  August  10, 1888,  for  a  homestead 
entry  of  the  same  laud.  Her  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  offi- 
cers on  the  ground  **  that  the  tract  was  covered  by  the  indemnity 
selection  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  !No.  5,  approved 
May  25,  1883." 

The  records  show  that  this  selection  has  never  been  approved  by 
this  Department ;  and  on  appeal  your  office  reversed  the  action  of  the 
local  ofiicers  and  held  the  company's  selection  for  cancellation  upon  the 
ground  that  one  company  cannot  go  into  the  granted  limits  of  another 
company  to  seek  indemnity,  and  also  under  the  proviso  in  section  23 
of  said  granting  act  to  the  Southern  Pacific.  In  its  appeal  to  this  De- 
partment, the  railroad  company  insists  upon  its  right  to  make  the 
selection.  The  first  ground  of  objection  in  said  office  decision  is  not 
tenable,  for  the  company  would  have  the  right  to  go  into  the  granted 
limits  of  another  company  provided  the  land  was  excepted  from  its 
grant  and  within  its  indemnity  limits  subject  to  selection.  AUers  r. 
Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  et  al  (9  L.  D.,  452).  But  under  sectiod  23  of  said 
act  of  March  3,  1871,  supra,  it  is  provided  ^Hhat  said  section  shall  in 
no  way  aflfect  or  impair  the  right,  present  or  prospective,  of  the  At- 
lantic and  Pacific  company ,  or  any  other  railroad  company." 

This  Department,  in  construing  this  section,  has  repeatedly  held  that 
lands  within  the  grant  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  company  do  not  pass 
under  the  grant  to  the  Southern  Pacific  company,  but  are  excepted 
therefrom.    Gordon  v.  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (5  L.  D., 
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691) ;  and  Coble  v.  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (6  L.  D.,  679), 
which  on  review  was  adhered  to  (6  L.  D.,  812). 

The  act  of  July  6,  1886  (24  Stat.,  123),  forfeits  and  restores  to  the 
public  domain  certain  lands  within  the  primary  and  indemnity  limits  of 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  company,  adjacent  to  and  coterminas  with 
the  uncompleted  portions  of  its  road.  The  land  in  contest  is  part  of 
the  land  forfeited  ander  this  act,  but  the  forfeiture  confers  no  right 
upon  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  make  selection  of  land 
never  embraced  in  its  grant. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  affirmed,  and  the  selection  of 
said  tract  by  said  company  will  be  canceled. 

Mattie  Moore  will  be  allowed  to  enter  the  land  under  her  application 
on  showing  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law. 


MOTION  FOR  REVIEW. 

Clark  v.  Martin. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  July  21, 1890, 11 
L.  D.,  72,  in  the  case  above  entitled,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  Decem- 
ber 1, 1890. 
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Union  Paoifio  Et.  Co.  v.  Wasley. 

A  homestead  entry  of  record  at  date  of  definite  location  excepts  the  land  covered 
thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  entry- 
man  subsequently  complies  with  the  law,  or  not. 

An  application  to  purchase  under  section  five,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  will  not  be  finally 
considered  until  presented  in  accordance  with  departmental  regulations. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j  December 

1, 1890. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Department  upon  the  appeal  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  holding  for 
cancellation  the  selection  of  said  company  of  the  N.  i  of  the  NW.  J 
and  the  N W.  J  of  the  NB.  i  of  Sec.  35,  T.  4  N.,  E.  67  W.,  Denver,  Colo- 
rado. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  of  July  1, 1862,  to  the 
Denver  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (12  Stat.,  489),  now  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  which  was  definitely  located  August  20,  1869.  At 
the  date  of  definite  location  the  tract  was  covered  by  the  homestead 
entry  of  Amos  Widner,  made  April  11, 1866,  which  was  canceled  No- 
vember 6, 1873,  for  failure  to  make  proof  within  the  statutory  period. 

The  company  selected  the  tract  December  31, 1879,  but  no  patent 
has  issued  therefor. 
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Cephas  Nyce  inaile  timber-culture  entry  for  this  land*  February  7, 
1885,  William  P.  Wasley  applied  to  enter  the  tract  under  the  home- 
stead law  March  3,  1885,  and  at  the  same  time  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test against  the  entry  of  Nyce,  charging  that  said  land  was  not  devoid 
of  timber,  upon  which  a  hearing  was  had  May  6,  1885.  Nyce  failed  to 
appear  at  said  hearing,  and  upon  the  testimony  submitted  your  office 
held  that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  timber-culture 
law,  from  which  no  appeal  was  taken  by  Nyce.  Your  office  further 
held  that  the  homestead  entry  of  Widner,  subsisting  at  date  of  defi- 
nite location,  excepted  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and 
the  company's  selection  was  therefore  held  for  cancellation.  From  this 
action  the  company  appealed,  alleging,  substantially,  that  the  Comis- 
sioner  erred  in  holding  thac  the  entry  of  Widner  excepted  the  tract 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  for  the  reason  that  said  entry  expired 
without  final  proof  being  made  thereon,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that 
Widner  was  qualified  to  make  a  homestead  entry,  nor  that  he  ever  per- 
formed any  act  whatever  in  connection  with  the  land,  save  to  file  his 
homestead  application.  They  also  alleged,  as  a  further  ground  of  error, 
the  failure  of  your  office  to  pass  upon  the  protest  of  the  Colorado  Mort- 
gage and  Investment  Company,  it  appearing  from  the  record  that  said 
company  claims  to  be  in  possession  of  said  lands  as  purchaser  from  the 
railroad  company. 

The  entry  of  Widner,  subsisting  at  date  of  definite  location,  excepted 
the  tract  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  en  try  man  subsequently  complied  witli  the  law,  or  not.  Kansas 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  G29 ;  Hastings  &  Dakota  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.,  357. 

With  the  record  is  also  an  application  of  the  Colorjido  Mortgage  and 
Investment  Company  to  purchiise  said  land  under  the  fifth  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  in  which  it  is  alleged : 

That  the  railway  company  sold  and  conveyed  this  land  to  Margaret  J.  Metcalf,  ft 
native  born  citizen  of  the  United  States,  for  $800,  and  that  snch  sale  and  purchase 
Tvcre  in  good  faith;  that  Metcalftook  possession  Jnne  29,  1878;  that  the  land  was 
not,  at  the  date  of  said  purchase,  sale  and  possession,  in  the  possession  or  occupation 
of  any  adverse  claimant,  and  has  not  since,  at  any  time,  been  in  the  posses  ion  oroc- 
cnpat ion  of  any  claimant  other  than  said  Metcnlf  or  her  grantees  and  saccessors; 
that  on  November  3,  1878,  Metcalf  sold  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  said  land  to 
Agnes  B.  Mitchell,  a  native  born  citizen  of  the  United  States;  also,  that  on  Jnne  2, 
1880,  Metcalf  and  Mitchell  sold  and  conveyed  the  whole  of  said  land  to  Elizabeth  J. 
Wcare,  a  native  born  citizen  ;  and  also  that  on  26th  January,  1881 ,  said  Weare  and 
husband  executed  a  deed  of  trust  to  one  Jones,  for  the  use  of  the  Colorado  Mortgaj^e 
and  Investment  Company,  to  secure  payment  of  their  joint  note  for  J^^OOO  loaned  by 
said  company;  and  that  upon  default,  foreclosure,  etc.,  the  said  trustee,  on  Septem- 
ber 25,  1882,  conveyed  the  land  to  said  company. 

It  is  further  shown  that  each  and  all  of  thf)se  purchasers  paid  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, and  that  each  and  all  relied  upon  the  title  of  the  railway  company ;  that  the 
Mortgage  and  Investment  Company  still  owns  the  land,  and  that  it  not  only  has  been 
in  the  continuous  and  uninterrupted  possession  of  said  company  and  its  grantors 
since  June  29, 1878,  but  that  it  has  likewise  been  in  continuous  improvement  and  colti- 
ration. 
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Tbero  is  .also  filed  with  the  papers  an  abstract  of  title,  showing  that 
the  company  sold  said  land  to  Margaret  J.  Mctcalf  and  executed  to  her 
a  deed  therefor,  dated  Jane  29,  1878,  and  recorded  July  17, 1878 ;  also 
that  the  title  to  said  land  passed  from  the  said  Metcalf  through  mesne 
conveyances  to  the  Colorado  Mortgage  and  Investment  Company,  the 
present  holder  of  the  title,  and  that  all  of  said  conveyances  have  been 
duly  recorded. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  under  which  the  company 
claims  tLe  right  of  purchase,  provides — 

That  where  any  said  company  shall  have  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  snoh  citizens,  as  a  part  of  its 
grant,  lands  not  conveyed  to  or  for  the  use  of  snch  company,  said  lands  being  the 
unmbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  co-terminns  with  the  con- 
structed parts  of  said  road,  and  where  tlie  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawfal  for  the  bona  fide 
purchaser  thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for 
said  lands  at  the  ordinary  government  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents 
Hliall  issue  therefor  to  the  said  bona  fide  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns :  Provided, 
That  all  lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  this  section  which  at  the  date 
of  snch  sales  were  in  the  bona  tide  occupation  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre- 
emption or  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation 
have  not  since  been  voluntarily  abandoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre- 
emption and  homestead  claimants  shall  be  permitted  to  perfect;  their  proofs  and  en- 
tries and  receive  patents  therefor :  Provided  further,  That  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  lands  settled  nponsnbseqaeut  to  the  first  day  of  December,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  eighty- two,  by  persons  claiming  to  eater  the  same  under  the  settlement 
laws  of  tbe  United  States,  as  to  which  lands  the  parties  claiming  the  same  as  afore- 
said shall  be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

It  does  not  appear  from  the  papers  before  me  that  any  one  is  claim- 
ing the  land  by  virtue  of  a  settlement  existing  at  the  date  of  the  al- 
leged purchase,  but  the  claim  of  Wasley  seems  to  be  predicated  upon 
his  contest  of  the  entry  of  Nyce,  and  it  does  not  appear  whether  he  has 
ever  settled  upon  the  land. 

It  is  nnnrcessary  at  tliis  time  to  pass  upon  the  question  as  to  the 
qualification  of  the  present  applicant  to  take  as  assignee  of  the  original 
purchaser  from  the  company,  or  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  rights 
of  settlers  under  the  second  proviso  to  said  section,  inasmuch  as  the 
party  has  not  made  any  application  to  purchase  in  the  manner  as  di- 
rected by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Samuel  L.  Campbell  (8  L.  D., 
27),  and  Wasley  has  had  no  opportunity  to  be  heard.  You  are  there- 
fore directed  to  notify  the  applicant  in  this  case  that  it  will  be  required 
to  make  application  to  the  proper  local  officers  showing  its  right  to 
purchase  in  the  manner  as  provided  in  the  case  of  Samuel  L.  Campbell, 
supra,  and  that  Wm.  P.  Wasley  shall  be  specially  served  to  show  cause 
why  said  application  to  purchase  should  not  be  granted. 
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RAILROAD  GRANT— PRIVATE  CLAIM— SURVEY. 

DuNCANSON  V.  Southern  Pacific  B.  R.  Co. 

The  snrvey  of  a  private  claim  that  is  not  approved  by  the  surveyor  general  is  not 
effective  as  against  the  operation  of  a  railroad  grant.    * 

The  laud  reserved  for  the  satisfaction  of  a  private  claim  having  specific  boundaries 
is  that  found  to  be  within  such  boundarieS|  on  the  survey  nnder  which  patout 
issues. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

1,  1890. 

I  havo  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Kailroad  Com- 
pany from  the  decision  of  your  office  of  September  12,  1884,  rejecting 
its  claim  to  lots  2  and  3,  Sec.  27.,  T.  2  S.,  B.  7  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles, 
California. 

On  the  12th  of  April,  1884,  E.  E.  Duncanson  made  application  for  a 
homestead  entry  of  said  lots  2  and  3.  His  application  was  rejected  by 
the  local  officers  because  the  land  applied  for  is  within  the  primary 
limits  of  the  grant  of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stats.,  579),  to  the  branch  Hue 
of  the  Sonthern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  rights  of  which  attached 
April  3, 1871,  when  its  map  of  designated  route  was  filed  in  the  General 
Land  Office. 

On  appeal  by  Duncanson  your  office  reversed  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  and  held  that  the  land  was  within  the  claimed  limits  of  the 
Jurupa  Mexican  grant  at  the  time  that  the  grant  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany became  efifective,  and  therefore  was  excepted  from  the  railroad 
grant. 

In  its  appeal  from  this  decision  the  railroad  company  contends  that 
the  land  was  never  within  the  out-boundaries  of  the  Jurupa  grant. 

The  records  in  your  office  show  that  the  Jurupa  grant  was  one  of 
specific  boundaries.  It  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  board  of  land  com- 
missioners in  California,  and  affirmed  on  appeal,  by  the  district  court 
for  the  southern  district  of  California.  Several  surveys  of  this  con- 
firmed grant  were  made.  The  survey  by  Reynolds,  under  which  the 
decision  of  your  office  in  favor  of  Duncanson  was  rendered,  was  never 
approved  by  the  surveyor-general,  and,  consequently,  was  of  no  valid- 
ity.   Frasher  v.  O'Conner  (115  U.  S.  op.  p.  110). 

The  survey  made  by  Mhito  in  1878  was  duly  approved  by  the  sur- 
veyor-general, and  under  it  patent  issued.  This  survey,  as  approved, 
and  on  file  in  youp office,  shows  that  the  land  in  contest  was  not  within 
the  limits  of  the  Jurupa  grant,  but  at  the  time  the  grant  to  the  railroad 
company  became  effective  was  subject  thereto. 

The  decision  of  your  office  rejecting  the  claim  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  the  land  in  question  is  therefore  reversed. 
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FINAL  PROOF  PROCEEDINGS-EVIDENCE— PRE-EMPTION. 

Lehman  p.  Snow. 

The  local  officers  are  without  authority  to  accept  final  proof  for  land  involyed  in  a 
case  pending  on  appeal. 

The  want  of  proper  authority  in  an  officer  designated  to  take  final  proof,  will  not 
affect  the  validity  of  testimony  taken  before  him,  under  rule  35  of  practice,  at 
the  time  such  proof  is  submitted. 

A  temporary  removal  of  the  pre-emptor  from  land  of  his  own,  prior  to  the  establish- 
ment of  residence  on  his  pre-emption  claim,  will  not  take  such  claim  out  of  the 
second  inhibitory  clause  of  section  2260,  R.  S. 

An  entry  may  be  allowed  with  a  view  to  equitable  action  where  the  officer  designated 
to  take  the  final  proof  is  not  qualified  therefor,  but  the  proof  is  otherwise  regu- 
lar and  shows  due  compliance  with  law. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  2,  1890.  . 

Eosa  A.  Lehman  filed  her  declaratory  statement  Ko.  21,231  on  May 
24, 1886,  npou  the  SB.  J  SE.  J,  Sec.  15 ;  NE.  i  NE.  i.  Sec.  22,  and  W.  J 
JN^W.  J,  Sec.  23,  T.  27  S.,  R.  9  B.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco,  California, 
alleging  settlement  July  3, 1885. 

On  June  18,  1880,  Ernest  Snow  filed  his  declaratory  statement  npon 
the  same  land,  alleging  settlement  November  21, 1885.  On  October  7, 
1886,  Snow  applied  to  make  final  proof,  and  thereupon  the  register 
issued  his  notice  that  the  same  wonld  be  taken  before  the  <<  superior 
j  udge  "  of  San  Luis  Obispo  county,  California,  on  December  14, 1886,  and 
on  the  same  day  the  register  and  receiver  issued  a  summons  to  Bosa  A. 
'Lehman  to  appear  at  that  time  and  place,  ^<  and  contest  the  claim  of 

Ernest  Snow and  show  cause,  if  any  there  be,  why  the 

said  Ernest  Snow  should  not  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof  and  entry 
for  said  land,  he  having  filed  due  notice  of  his  intention  to  do  so." 

On  October  18,  1886,  Miss  Lehman  gave  notice  of  her  intention  to 
make  final  proof  in  support  of  her  claim  before  the  register  and  receiver 
on  December  9th  thereafter;  but,  on  the  suggestion  of  the  register,  the 
date  was  fixed  for  December  14,  and  the  officer  before  whom  it  should 
be  taken,  the  judge  of  the  superior  court  of  San  Luis  Obispo  county, 
California,  and  the  notice  was  published  accordingly — thus  making  the 
time  and  place  the  same  as  in  the  published  notice  of  Snow,  and  also 
the  date  and  place  fixed  by  the  register's  summons  for  Lehman  to  con- 
test Snow's  claim.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  formal  protest  was 
made  by  either  party. 

On  the  day  fixed,  both  parties  with  their  attorneys  appeared,  and 
offered  their  final  proofs ;  the  hearing  was  also  had,  in  pursuance  of  the 
summons  to  Lehman  to  contest  Snow's  claim,  and,  on  June  1, 1887,  the 
register  and  receiver  held  that  Lehman's  final  proof  should  be  received, 
and  that  Snow's  declaratory  state  ment  should  be  canceled. 

On  June  23,  thereafter.  Snow  filed   his  appeal  from  that  judgment. 
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tlio  ji^enoial  ground  of  error  being  that  he  and  not  Lehman,  was  the 
first  bona  fide  settler  on  the  land. 

On  July  26, 1887,  Lehman,  by  her  attorney,  filed  her  petition  and 
objection  to  any  farther  action  being  taken  in  the  case  until  such  time 
as  she  may  be  allowed  to  submit  final  proof  in  sapport  of  her  claim  ac- 
cording to  exi«ting  regulations;  that  she  gave  notice  of  her  intention 
to  make  final  proof  in  support  of  her  claim  to  said  land,  said  notice  re- 
citing that  such  final  proof  would  be  made  before  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver at  San  Francisco  county,  California  j  that  the  local  officers  did 
change  said  notice  of  intention  to  make  it  read  that  said  final  proof 
should  be  made  before  the  judge  of  the  superior  court  of  San  Luis 
Obispo  county,  California;  that  the  proofs  taken  in  the  contest  are  ir- 
regular, null  and  void,  in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her  final  entry  of  said 
land,  because  not  taken  before  the  register  or  receiver,  nor  the  clerk  of 
the  county,  as  per  circular  of  instructions  of  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office,  of  March  30,  1886,  and  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  She  again  gave  notice  of  her  intention  to  make  final 
proof  in  support  of  her  claim  before  the  register  and  receiver,  and  asked 
an  order  that  all  proofs  and  affidavits  theretofore  filed,  which  were  not 
before  the  proper  officer,  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  decision  then  made 
be  set  aside,  except  in  so  far  as  the  respective  rights  of  contestants 
may  be  concerned.  She  asked,  however,  that  the  testimony  submitted 
at  the  hearing  and  the  decision  rendered  thereon  should  stand,  as  be- 
tween her  and  Snow,  showing  her  superior  right  to  the  land. 

On  July  30,  thereafter,  Snow  filed  his  answer  to  said  petition,  and 
objected  to  any  action  being  taken  thereon,  on  the  ground  that  his  ap- 
peal from  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  canceling  his  entry 
was,  at  the  time  and  before  said  petition  was  filed,  pending  before  your 
office. 

The  register  and  receiver  allowed  Lehman  to  make  final  proof  on  ber 
petition  for  that  purpose,  but  directed  that  the  testimony,  in  so  far  as 
it  related  to  the  contest  with  Snow,  should  not  be  disturbed  or  added 
to,  and  that  *'no  testimony  of  any  kind  shall  be  taken  as  to  what  Snow 
has,  or  has  not,  done  since  the  previous  hearing,"  and  the  register  and 
receiver  sent  the  same,  together  with  the  testimony  taken  at  the  hear- 
ing, to  your  office  to  be  considered  with  Sno  w's  appeal.  They  did  not 
send  the  so-called  final  proof  taken  before  the  judge  on  Qecember  14, 
1886. 

On  June  12, 1889,  you  rendered  your  decision  in  this  case  and  held 
for  cancellation  Snow's  declaratory  statement,  "  leaving  the  final  proof 

« 

of  liosa  Lehman  to  be  disposed  of  as  th  e  law  may  direct."  Snow  again 
appealed,  and  assigns,  substantially,  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

That  said  decision  is  contrary  to  the  evi  deuce  and  rules  of  this  De- 
partment ; 

That  yon  erred  in  considering  the  last  proof,  taken  by  Lehman ;  also 
in  sustaining  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  granting  Leh- 
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mau's  motiou  to  '^  recommit";  also  in  cousidering  the  proof  made  by 
Lehman  before  the  judge  of  the  saperior  court,  and  finally  in  awarding 
the  laud  to  Lehman  and  not  to  Snow. 

Snow's  appeal,  filed  June  23, 1887,  from  the  judgment  of  the  register 
and  receiver,  rendered  June  1, 1887,  removed  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
case  from  those  officers,  and  the  register's  action  thereafter,  permitting 
Miss  Lehman  to  make  final  proof  anew,  while  Snow's  appeal  was  pend- 
ing, was  irregular  and  void.    Saben  v.  Aiiiundson,  9  L.  D.,  578. 

No  other  officer  than  the  register  or  receiver  or  the  clerk  of  a  court  of  record  of  the 
county  in  which  the  land  in  situated  can  take  proofs  in  pre-emption  cases,  excepv 
that  when  the  land  is  in  an  unorganized  county  the  proofs  may  be  made  before  the 
clerk  of  a  court  of  record  in  an  adjacent  county  in  the  same  State  or  Territory.  Gen- 
eral Circular  of  January  1,  1889,  p.  11. 

It  follows  from  this  that  the  final  proof  made  by  Snow  and  Lehman 
on  December  14,  1886,  before  the  superior  judge  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
county,  California,  is  irregular  because  made  before  an  officer  not  recog- 
nized at  that  time  as  empowered  to  take  final  proofs  in  pre-emption 
cases.    See  Circular,  March  30,  1886,  4  L.  D.,  473. 

But  the  hearing  before  the  superior  judge  was  specially  authorized 
by  the  register  and  receiver,  under  the  power  given  them  by  rule  35  of 
the  Bnles  of  Practice.  The  testimony  taken  at  this  hearing  was  very 
full.  The  witnesses  for  both  claimants  were  examined  and  cross-exam- 
ined, and  the  testimony  thus  taken  is  complete  and  in  no  wise  depend- 
ent  upon  the  so-called  final  proofs  of  the  two  claimants.  This  hearing 
was  given  specially  to  enable  Lehman  ^^to  show  cause,  if  any  there  be, 
why  the  said  Snow  should  not  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof. " 

The  testimony  taken  in  pursuance  of  this  notice  relates  to  the  good 
faith  of  both  parties,  and  while  the  formal  final  proofs  of  both  claim- 
ants were  also  taken,  yet  such  final  proofs  are  not  necessary  to  the 
determination  of  the  question  of  the  superior  rights  of  either  party^  the 
testimony  taken  at  the  hearing  being  ample  and  complete  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  this  testimony,  and  find  the  same  substan- 
tially set  forth  in  your  said  office  decision.  I  think  it  very  clear  that 
Miss  Lehman  has  the  superior  right  to  the  land.  She  was  first  to  file 
and  first  to  settle  on  the  land ;  her  improvements  showed  good  faith, 
while  those  of  Snow  were  very  meager,  and  his  testimony  as  to  nis  res- 
idence is  unsatisfactory.  Independent  of  this,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
Sdow  was  not  a  qualified  pre  emptor  under  the  provisions  of  section 
2260  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  the  second  subdivision  of  which  reads  as 
follows:  *'No person  who  quits  or  abandous  his  residence  on  his  own 
land  to  reside  on  the  public  land  in  the  same  State  or  Territory"  shall 
acquire  any  right  of  pre-emption  umler  the  provisions  of  the  preceding 
sections. 

His  testimony  on  this  point  is  as  follows : 

Q.  You  say  you  have  a  bume  iu  Sivnta  Barbara  coui^ty  (Califoraia)  T 
^  Yee,  sir. 
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Q.  Do  you  own  any  land  there  T 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  much?    A.  One  handred  and  twenty  acres. 

Q.  What  kind  of  land  T 

A.  It  is  some  farming  and  some  grazing  land. 

Q.  Is  it  deeded-title  land,  or  government  land  f 

A.  It  is  deeded  land. 

Q.  When  did  you  leave  there  f 

A.  I  left  it  in  latter  part  of  August,  1885. 

Q.  Why  did  you  leave ;  for  what  purpose  f 

A.  For  the  purpose  of  moving  to  Sau  Luis  Obispo  county. 

Q.  Why  didu't  you  remain  there  T 

A.  I  didn't  like  the  country  there ;  I  like  San  Luis  Obispo  county  better. 

Ou  cross-examination  tbe  following  interrogatories  and  answers  were 
given : 

Q.  Where  were  your  family  in  November,  1885,  last,  the  time  you  said  you  settled 
ou  this  laud  T 

A.  They  were  at  my  father-in-law's. 

Q.  Where  was  that.    A.  About  ten  miles  from  there. 

Q.  When  did  they  go  to  your  father-in-law's  f 

A.  I  don't  hardly  know ;  we  came  there  when  we  first  came  up  from  Santa  Barbara 
county,  last  September. 

Q.  You  came  from  Santa  Barbara  county  for  tlie  purpose  of  abandoning  your  home 
and  taking  up  public  land,  did  you  not  t 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  left  your  residence  on  your  own  land  in  Santa  Barbara  connty  xx>  vome  to 
this  county  f 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

From  the  above  it  will  be  seen  that  he  left  hisfarm  in  Santa  Barbara 
county,  California,  the  latte?  part  of  Aagast,  1885;  that  he  left  for  the 
purpose  of  moving  to  Obispo  county,  in  the  same  State,  becanse  he 
liked  it  better;  that  he  went  with  his  family  to  his  father-in-law's  from 
Santa  Barbara  county,  and  his  family  remained  there  until  he  settled 
on  the  land  in  controversy  in  November,  1885;  that  he  still  owned  tbe 
land  in  Santa  Barbara  county  when  he  offered  his  final  proof  ou  bis 
pre-emption  claim. 

If  the  act  of  settlement  be  followed  in  proper  time  by  actual  residence, 
the  settler  is  held  to  have  established  constructive  residence  from  tbe 
date  of  settlement.  (David  Lee,  8  L.  D.,  502.)  Bis  resident  on  the 
land,  therefore,  began  in  November,  1885,  when  his  family  was  at  his 
father-in-law's,  whore  they  had  been  since  he  moved  from  his  land  in 
Santa  Barbara  county.  His  stay  at  his  father-in-law's  was  merely  tem- 
porary, a  visit  only,  so  that  he  really  "  abandoned  his  residence  on  his 
own  land  to  reside  on  the  public  land  in  the  same  State  or  Territory." 
A  temporary  removal  of  the  pre-emptor  from  land  of  his  own,  prior  to 
the  establishment  of  residence  on  his  pre-emption  claim,  will  not  take 
such  claim  out  of  the  inhibition  contained  in  said  statute.  (Ott v.  Craw- 
ford, 10  L.  D.,  117.) 

Snow's  filing  will  therefore  be  canceled ;  and  since  his  disqualifica- 
tion eliminates  him  from  the  case,  it  is  only  necessary  to  dispose  of  it 
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as  between  the  government  and  Miss  Lehman.  She  has  fulfilled  every 
requirement  the  law  imposed  upon  her  as  to  residence  and  cultivation ; 
the  irregularity  of  submitting  the  final  proof  before  an  officer  not 
authorized  to  take  the  same  was  caused  by  the  register  who  alone  was 
responsible  for  it.  And  since  the  final  proof  showed  she  had  complied 
with  the  law,  and  had  been  taken  at  the  time  and  place  and  before  an 
officer  named  in  the  advertisement,  and  the  register  and  receiver  having 
recommended  that  she  be  permitted  to  enter  the  land,  new  proof  will 
not  be  required.  You  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  allow  the  entry 
with  a  view  of  submitting  the  same  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudica- 
tion for  confirmation.  (Milton  De  Shong,  II  L.  D.,  299;  Sylvester 
Gardner,  8  L.  D.,  483;  Pecard  v,  Gamens,  i  L.  D.,  152.) 
Your  said  office  decision  is  modified. 


HOMESTEAB  CONTEST— RESIDENCE. 
HOAGLAND   V.  FAIBFIELD. 

The  failure  of  the  wife  to  reside  on  the  land  until  after  notice  of  contest  does  not  im- 
peach the  ^ood  faith  of  the  claimant,  where  it  is  apparent  that  her  final  removal 
to  the  land  is  in  compliance  with  a  previous  bona  fide  intention  of  the  claimant 
to  make  his  home  on  the  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Comthissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  2,  1890. 

On  May  10, 188G,  Joseph  H.  Fairfield,  the  defendant  herein,  made 
homestead  entry  No.  10,343  for  the  NB.  \  Sec.  12,  T.  21,  R.  54,  Sidney, 
Nebraska.  March  5, 1887,  Joseph  S.  Hoagland,  plaintifif  herein,  filed 
affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry,  alleging  abandonment,  change 
of  residence,  lack  of  settlement,  cultivation  and  good  faith ;  that  the 
same  was  made  for  speculative  purposes,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
settlement  and  cultivation,  but  for  the  benefit  of  a  townsite  company. 

Notice  was  served  on  the  defendant  March  10,  1887,  hearing  begun 
May  17,  and  concluded  May  20,  1887.  The  register  and  receiver  found 
in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  recommended  the  dismissal  of  the  con- 
test. 

On  appeal  to  your  office,  their  decision  was  affirmed,  April  17,  1889. 
Hoagland  now  appeals  to  this  Department,  alleging,  in  substance,  that 
your  said  decision  is  contrary  to  law  and  against  the  evidence. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  fully  sustains  the  decision  of 
your  office,  wherein  the  facts  are  accurately  and  succinctly  set  forth  (to 
which  reference  is  hereby  made). 

The  good  faith  of  the  entryman  is  abundantly  shown  by  the  evidence, 
and,  although  his  wife  did  not  remove  to  the  claim  until  after  notice  of 
this  contest  was  served  upon  the  defendant,  yet  it  clearly  appears  that 
such  removal  by  her  was  in  pursuance  of  and  in  compliance  with  a 
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previous  bona  fide  intent  on  tbe  part  of  the  defendant  to  make  his  home 
on  the  claim.  She  had  been  living  with  her  mother  at  Plattsmoath, 
nearly  five  hundred  miles  distant,  while  her  husband  was  preparing  a 
home  for  her  on  the  claim.  Under  these  circumstances,  her  failareto 
reside  on  the  claim  should  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  defendant 
Scott  V.  King,  9  L.  D.,  299. 
The  decision  of  yonr  office  is  affirmed. 


PBOCK£DINGS  ON  FINAI^  PROOF- APPEAL. 

Conner  v.  Stangeland. 

In  prooeediogs  under  a  proteHt  against  final  proof  a  decision  of  the  local  office  tbat 
tbe  claimant  is  entitled  to  make  new  proof  is  not  such  an  adverse  jndgnient  as 
willy  in  the  absence  of  appeal,  defeat  his  rigbt  to  have  tbe  judgment  of  ibo  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  on  tho  safficiency  of  the  proof  already  submitted. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  Beceniher  2,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  B.  S.  Stangeland  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  of  March  27, 1879,  holding  that  the  rejection  of  bis  proof  by 
the  local  officers  for  the  N.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  i  and 
the  SB.  J  of  the  NW.  i,  Sec.  20,  T.  34  N.,  R.  18  W.,  Valentine,  Ne- 
braska, has  become  final,  and  allowing  the  homestead  entry  of  S.  M. 
Conner  for  said  tract  to  remain  intact. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  Stangeland  offered  to  make  final 
proof  under  his  preemption  declaratory  statement  for  said  tract  when 
Conner  protested,  and  both  parties  offered  testimony.  The  local  offi- 
cers made  the  following  decision  : 

After  a  careful  examination  of  tbe  testiniouy  taken  at  tbis  bearing,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  Stangeland  madejirior  settlement  on  tbe  tract,  and  tbat  be  bas  acted  in 
good  faitb.  We  would  therefore  respectfully  recommend  tbat  tbe  homestead  eutry 
of  Conner  be  canceled  and  tbat  Stangeland  be  allowed  to  make  new  proof. 

No  appeal  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  this  decision,  and  tlia 
local  officers  transmitted  the  record  to  your  office. 

By  decision  of  March  27th  aforesaid,  your  office  held  that  the  recom- 
mendation that  defendant  be  allowed  to  make  new  proof  operates  as  a 
rejection  of  the  x)roof  offered,  and  that  Stangeland  having  elected  to 
offer  final  proof  in  the  presence  of  an  adverse  claim,  must  abide  the  re- 
sult.   It  was  then  held : 

Your  decision,  tberefore,  rejecting  tbe  final  proof  offered  by  Stangeland  in  support 
of  bis  D.  S.  6883  bas  become  final,  no  reason  to  tbe  contrary  appearing  under  Bule  4d' 
of  Practice ;  but  yonr  recommendation  tbat  be  be  allowed  to  make  new  proof  oaoDot 
be  complied  with  for  tbe  reason  already  stated. 

From  this  decision  Stangeland  appealed. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  recommendation  of  the  local  officei'S  tbftt 

Bjfl,ngelap4  bpi^Uo>7e4  tp  wake  i^e\v  proof  operated  pfm?tic»Uj^  w  ^  rj* 
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jection  of  the  proof  offered,  bat  it  was  not  sach  an  adverse  decision  as 
woald  in  the  absence  of  appeal  forfeit  the  right  to  have  the  judgment 
of  the  Gommissioner  npon  the  testimony  submitted.  In  fact,  the  only 
decision  npon  the  facts  made  by  the  local  officers  was,  that  Stangeland 
made  the  prior  settlement,  and  that  he  acted  in  good  faith,  and  it  does 
not  appear  from  their  decision  why  new  proof  shoald  have  been  reqaired. 
The  defendant  had  the  right  to  have  the  judgment  of  your  office  upon 
the  question  as  to  whether  from  the  testimony  submitted  he  had  suffi- 
ciently complied  with  the  law,  esi>ecially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
local  officers,  in  submitting  it,  recommended  that  the  defendant  be  al- 
lowed to  submit  new  proof. 

The  case  is  therefore  remanded,  with  direction  that  the  testimony 
submitted  be  examined,  and  a  decision  thereon  he  made  by  your  office. 


TIMBER  LAND  ENTRY— FINAL  PROOF. 

Emma  J.  Woodbury. 

There  is  no  antbority  for  the  Bubmission  of  proof,  under  an  applicntion  to  purcbase 
timber  ands,  at  any  place  except  at  the  local  land  office. 

IHrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  2, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Emma  J.  Woodbury,  on  appeal  from 
your  office  decision,  dated  September  25, 1889,  rejecting  her  applica- 
tion to  purchase  E.  i  SW.  i  and  W.  J  SE.  i,  Sec.  21,  T.  16  N.,  R.  1  E., 
H.  M.,  Humboldt,  California. 

She  applies  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stats.t 
89),  and  the  proof  is  rejected  because  not  made  at  the  place  or  before 
the  officers  named  in  the  published  notice. 

In  compliance  with  the  law  in  this  case,  publication  was  made  that 
applicant  would  o£fer  proof  in  support  of  her  claim  before  the  register 
and  receiver  December  20, 1888. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  proof  was  made  before  the  superior 
judge  of  Del  Norte  county,  California,  December  20, 1888.  The  evi- 
dence discloses  that  applicant  and  all  her  witnesses  lived  at  Crescent 
City,  Del  Norte  county,  California,  which  is  about  a  four  days'  trip 
from  the  land  office.  Within  a  few  days  of  December  20,1888,  storms 
occurred  which  would  have  rendered  travel  over  the  route  difficult  and 
dangerous. 

This  Department  has  heretofore  instructed  the  local  officers  to  see 
that  the  law  is  strictly  complied  with  in  reference  to  proof,  under  said 
act  (see  instructions,  3  L.  D.,  84;  7  C.  L.  O.,  52,  and  6  L.  D.,  114),  and 
it  does  not  provide  for  making  proof  at  any  place  except  at  the  loca} 
land  office. 

I  therefore  affirm  your  decision^ 
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OTOE  AND  MISSOURIA  INDIAN  LAND- SETTLEMENT. 

Fleming  v.  Bowb, 

The  settlement  required  of  a  pnrohaser  of  Otoe  and  MtSHoaria  Indian  lands  most  be 

in  good  faith  and  permanent  in  character. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  QeMra^ 

La/nd  Office^  December  2y  1890. 

I  have  cousidered  the  case  of  Albert  M.  FlemiDg  v.  Frank  E.  Bowe 
on  appeal  by  the  latter  from  yoar  decision  of  Jane  26, 1889,  holding  for 
cancellation  his  cash  entry  for  the  8.  J  NW.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  IK,  R.G 
E.,  in  the  Otoe  and  Missoaria  Indian  reservation,  for  sale  at  Beatrice, 
Nebraska  land  district. 

On  December  30,  1879,  Bowe  appeared  before  Ghas.  L.  Schell,  notary 
public  for  Gage  county,  Nebraska  with  two  witnesses  and  made  formal 
settlement  proof  for  this  tract  of  land,  alleging  settlement  on  that  day, 
and  said  his  act  of  settlement  consisted  in  <<  quarrying  stone  for  a  foun- 
dation " — for  what  is  not  stated. 

On  January  2, 1880,  he  appeared  at  the  Beatrice  land  office  with  said 
^'settlement  proof  and  made  application  to  purchase  the  tract  named, 
and  the  settlement  proof  was  indorsed  by  the  local  officers  <<  approved 
and  entry  allowed  "  and  the  eutryman  thereupon  paid  one  third  of  the 
appraised  value  of  the  land,  and  took  a  receipt  therefor.  There  is  no 
other  application  or  affidavit  or  any  record  evidence  of  any  compliance 
with  law  than  these  papers. 

On  July  3, 1883,  he  paid  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  with  in- 
terest and  received  a  final  certificate. 

On  June  22,  1886,  Fleming  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  said 
entry  or  purchase,  alleging  that  Frank  E.  Bowe  was  not  at  the  time  of 
said  entry  or  purchase  a  settler  on  said  land,  and  that  he  never  had 
made  a  settlement  thereon,  etc. 

Service  was  made  by  publication  and  hearing  was  had  before  the 
local  officers  on  March  16,  1887,  and  the  local  officers  found  from  the 
testimony  in  favor  of  the  entryman  and  recommended  the  dismissal  of 
the  contest.  From  this  decision  the  contestant  appealed  and  your  of- 
fice on  June  26, 1889,  reversed  said  decision  and  held  said  entry  for 
cancellation,  from  which  decision  the  entryman  appealed. 

The  testimony  shows  that  at  the  date  of  this  entry,  the  entryman  was 
a  lad,  thirteen  years  of  age,  living  with  his  father  whose  home  was  in 
Iowa.  The  father  and  son  went  to  iN'ebraska  taking  with  them  a  drove 
of  cattle,  which  they  herded  upon  this  and  other  unfenced  lands  ou  this 
reservation.  The  father,  R.  L.  Bowe,  furnished  the  money  to  pay  for 
the  land.  He  with  his  son  and  two  men  went  on  the  tract,  and  laid  up 
some  loose  stone  in  the  form  of  a  foundation  for  a  house,  od  the  30th 
day  of  December,  1887,  and  on  the  same  day  made  what  is  called  "se^ 
tlement  proof.'^  Afterward  they  took  these  stones  and  walled  op  a 
spring  with  them.    These  are  all  the  acts  of  settlemept  on  the  p»rt  of 
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the  entryman  and  his  father,  except  the  grazing  of  cattle  on  the  land. 
Their  cattle  did  not  do  well  and  they  closed  up  the  business  and  re- 
turned to  Iowa. 

The  local  olBicers  report  that  this  purchase  was  made  under  the 
act  of  August  15f  1876, 19  Stats  208,  and  so  indicate  upon  all  the  papers 
in  the  case.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  third  section  of  said  act  was 
amended  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1879,  20  Stat.,  471,  by  the  former  act 
these  lands  could  be  sold  only  for  cash  to  actual  settlers,  but  the  amend- 
atory act  enlarged  the  provisions  of  law,  and  permitted  sales 

To  actual  settlers  or  persons  who  shall  make  oath  before  the  register  and  receiver 
of  the  land  office  at  Beatrice,  Nebraska,  that  they  intend  to  occupy  the  land,    .    . 

.  .  and  who  shall  within  three  months  after  the  date  of  such  application  make 
permanent  settlement  upon  the  same. 

Counsel  for  the  entryman  claim  that  the  decision  of  your  office  is  based 
upon  a  misunderstanding  of  the  facts  proven,  and  that  it  is  contrary  to 
the  law.  To  my  mind  it  is  clear  that  the  father  attempted  to  have  his 
son  purchase  this  tract  as  a  settler,. not  however  with  any  intent  of  his 
making  it  a  "permanent  settlement"  or  home.  The  terras  "settle- 
ment," and  "  settler,"  are  too  well  understood  as  applied  to  public  land 
entries  to  require  any  comment  at  this  time.  I  call  attention  to  the  fact, 
however,  that  in  said  statute,  Gougress  evidently  to  prevent  purchases 
of  the  kind  at  bar,  qualified  the  term  "  settlement "  by  providing  that 
it  should  be  a  "  permanent"  one. 

The  attempt  to  construe  the  law  to  mean  that  going  upon  the  laud, 
and  going  away  again,  is  all  that  was  contemplated  by  it,  is  frivolous, 
and  the  claim  of  counsel  that  a  thirteen  year  old  child  living  with  his 
father,  whose  home  is  in  Iowa,  can  make  an  entry  of  this  tract  under 
said  act  by  going  with  his  father  and  two  hired  men  upon  the  land,  and 
helping  to  lay  a  few  loose  rock  in  the  form  of  a  foundation  for  a  house 
thereon,  and  then  going  about  his  business,  is  untenable  and  can  not  be 
upheld  by  this  Department. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation. 


AXiABAMA  IiANl>S-ACT  OF  MABCH  3,  1883. 

Willie  W.  Thornton. 

The  report  of  a  special  agent,  made  prior  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  that  land  is  vaU 
nable  for  coal,  excludes  snch  laud  from  subsequent  entry  under  the  homestead 
law  nntil  after  public  offering. 

Land  thus  reported,  but  covered  by  a  homestead  entry  at  the  passage  of  said  act,  be- 
comes subject  thereto  on  the  cancellation  of  such  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  December  3,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Willie  W.  Thornton  from  your  oflSce 
d'-ct^lQU  Qf  ^Qvemb^r  8^  188S^  rejecting  his  application  Xo  make  UQm©- 
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Stead  entry  for  the  N.  J  8W.  J,  Sec.  4,  T.  17  S.,  R.  3  W.,  Montgomery, 
Alabama. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  this  tract  was  formerly  covered  by 
the  homestead  entry  of  one  Mack  Holmes,  which  was  held  for  cancella- 
tion by  your  office  decision  of  November  24, 1886,  on  testimony  taken 
in  a  contest  On  appeal  said  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Department 
on  August  13, 1888.  Holmes  filed  a  motion  for  review,  which  was  de- 
nied on  November  22, 1890. 

On  August  20, 1888,  Thornton  made  application  to  enter  which  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  because  of  the  existing  entry  of  Holmes 
and  because  <'  the  land  had  been  classed  as  of  the  class  reported  as 
valuable  for  coal."  On  appeal  your  office  affirmed  the  action  below  on 
the  ground  that  the  tract  belongs  to  that  class  of  lands  comprettended 
in  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487),  providing 
for  a  public  o£fering. 

It  appears  from  your  said  office  decision  that  on  February  7, 1882, 
special  agent  Perdue  reported  the  tract  as  valuable  for  coal. 

Said  act  of  1883  provides  that  all  public  lands  in  Alabama  shall  be 
subject  to  disposal  only  as  agricultural  lands,  provided  *Hhat  all  lands 
which  have  heretofore  been  reported  to  the  General  Land  Office,  as 
containing  coal  and  iron  shall  be  first  offered  at  public  sale." 

Appellant  urges  that  the  mere  report  of  a  special  agent  is  not  snch 
a  one  as  is  contemplated  by  said  act,  and  that  the  law  does  not  apply 
to  this  tract,  for  the  reason  that  Holmes'  entry,  subsisting  at  the  date 
of  the  act,  took  the  tract  out  of  the  category  of  '^public  lands."  Both 
points  must  be  decided  against  appellant  on  the  authority  of  the  ca^e 
of  Thomas  J.  Jackson  (2  L.  D.,  36).  The  tract  therein  involved  had 
been  reported  as  valuable  for  coal  by  a  special  agent,  and  was  covered 
by  an  entry  at  the  date  of  the  act.  Nevertheless,  it  was  held  that  it 
must  be  offered  under  said  act.  See  also  Lorenzo  D.  Evins  (9  L.  D., 
635). 

Said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


PBE-BMPTION  CONTEST-IIiliEGAX.  CliAIM. 

Shirley  v.  Jokes. 

A  pre-emption  claim  initiated  and  maintained  in  the  inteiest  of  another  is  illegal} 
and  the  filing  made  thereunder  must  be  canceled. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  3, 1890. 

On  the  16th  of  September  1878,  Jacob  Harshberger  made  timber 
culture  entry  for  the  K  i  NE.  J  SB.  i  NE.  J  and  NB.  J  SB.  J  Sec.  12, 
T.  11  S.,  R.  6  W.,  Salina,  Kansas. 

This  ^atrjr  yfs^  pi|.ncele4  by  reUnquiabmeftt  September  17,  X885,  mi 
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tlio  same  dfiy  Henry  Jones,  tbe  defeiulant  herein  filed  his  declaratory 
stafeiiHMit  No.  20517  for  said  tract  alleging  settlement  the  day  before. 

M;iy  2G,  1S86,  William  J.  Shirley,  plaintiff  herein,  made  homestead 
entry  No.  24090  for  the  same  land. 

August  12,  188G,  Shirley  filed  in  the  local  office  a  complaint  in  the 

nature  of  a  contest  against  the  filing  of  Jones,  alleging  that  he  was  not 

a  citizen  of-  the  United  States ;  that  prior  to  his  filing  he  had  exhaasted 

bis  pre-emption  rights;  that  bis  filing  was  not  made  in  good  faith,  and 

that  he  had  not  improved  the  land,  nor  resided  thereon  as  the  law 

required. 
August  21, 1886,  both  parties  appeared,  and  by  consent  the  case  was 

continued  to  October  12,  1886,  at  which  time  Shirley  verified  his  com- 

])laint  by  his  corroborated  affidavit.    Both  parties  appeared  attended 

by  counsel. 

The  register  and  receiver  recommended  the  cancellation  of  Jones' 
filing  for  lack  of  residence  and  improvement,  and  because  the  evidence 
showed  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  at  the  time  Shir- 
ley's rights  attached. 

On  appeal  by  Jones,  your  office  by  its  letter  of  February  2, 1889,  re- 
versed the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  that  the  residence  and 
improvements  of  Jones  were  sufficiently  established;  that  he  had  not  ex- 
hausted his  pre-emption  rights,  but  being  in  doubt  as  to  the  evidence  of 
citizenship  your  predecessor  directed  this  point  to  be  reserved  until  Jones 
offered  his  final  proof  when  more  satisfactory  evidence  might  be  intro- 
duced as  to  the  matter,  and  allowed  Jones  ninety  days  in  which  to  sub- 
mit the  final  proof  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  citizenship. 

From  this  decision  Sliirley  appeals. 

I  can  not  concur  in  the  decision  of  your  office  in  its  finding  as  to  the 
residence  and  improvements  of  Jones.  The  evidence  shows  that  for 
three  or  four  years  prior  to  the  relinquishment  of  Harshberger  and  the 
filing  of  Jones  he  had  been  in  the  employ  of  Harshberger  as  a  hired 
hand,  having  '^  nothing  except  what  he  worked  for."  That  Jones  and 
Harshberger  went  together  to  the  local  office  when  the  former  relin- 
quished his  timber  culture  entry,  and  Jones  immediately  filed  his  de- 
claratory statement  for  the  land.  They  both  testify  that  sometime  after- 
wards Jones  executed  and  delivered  to  Harshberger  his  promissory 
note  for  five  hundred  dollars.  This  note  was  not  produced  on  trial  and 
neither  Jones  nor  Harshberger  could  remember  its  date. 

Jones  constructed  a  box  house  on  the  land  twelve  by  fourteen  feet, 
Harshberger  paying  for  the  lumber.  It  had  no  floor,  no  glass  in  the 
window,  no  stove,  chimney,  not  even  an  aperture  for  a  stove-pipe. 
Jones  claims  to  have  slept  there  except  in  the  cold  weather  in  winter, 
when  he  slept  at  Harshberger's.  After  his  filing  he  continued  to  work 
lor  Harshberger  as  a  hired  hand  at  eighteen  dollars  a  month  and  his 
board,  and  was  still  so  emi)loyed  at  the  time  of  the  hearing.  Prior  to 
the  hearing  Jones  had  raised  about  four  acres  of  corn  on  the  land^  his 
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cornfield  being  in  the  same  inclosnre  with  that  of  Harshberger's,  all 
plowed  and  cultivated  together  with  no  lines  or  boundary  between 
them.  Darsbberger  used  Jones'  pasture  in  common  with  his  own. 
There  was  no  "  welL  pig-pen,  chicken  house  or  coop,  stable,  corucrib, 
granary  "  nor  other  outhouses  on  the  land,  infact  nothingbat  the  house 
(which  was  not  habitable)  to  indicate  that  Jones  had  made  any  calcula- 
tions or  preparations  to  occupy  this  land  as  a  home,  his  only  occupancy 
of  the  house  consisting  in  sleeping  there  when  the  weather  would  i>er- 
mlt. 

I  think  all  the  evidence  together  shows  that  Harshberger  and  not 
Jones  is  the  real  party  in  interest.  He  says  himself  that  he  relinquished 
his  timber  culture  entry  because  he  was  satisfied  that  he  could  not 
hold  the  land  longer  under  his  entry,  and  from  the  evidence  I  have  no 
doubt  that  he  procured  Jones  to  file  on  the  land  in  order  that  he  might 
in  the  end  procure  the  title  himself  under  the  filing  of  Jones. 

From  this  view  of  the  evidence  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  other 
charges  in  the  contest  affidavit. 

The  filing  of  Jones  will  be  canceled.  The  decision  of  yoiir  office  is 
therefore  reversed. 


RAXCnO  PUNTA  DE  T^A  LAGUNA—CIRCTTLAR  INSTRUCTIOira 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 

Washington,  December  1,  1890. 
To  the  Registers  and  Receivers  of  the  JJ.  8,  Land  Offices^  California, 

Gentlemen  :  Your  attention  is  directed  to  the  provisions  of  an  act 
of  Congress  approved  October  1,  1890,  entitled  "An  act  relative  to  the 
Bancho  Pnnta  de  la  Laguna,"  a  copy  of  which  is  herewith  enclosed ; 
and  will  be  found  also  in  the  latest  volume  of  the  Statutes  at  large, 
page  644. 

It  is  found  that  the  allegation  in  the  preamble  of  said  act  is  sustained 
by  the  evidence;  and  the  record  submitted  shows, |>rima/acie,  that  the 
following  named  persons  are  the  beneficiaries,  and  entitled  respectively 
to  select  the  quantities  of  land  set  opposite  their  names,  viz : 

Acres. 

W.L.Adam 424.99 

J.  L.  Shuman 424.99 

Erminia  Dargie,  formerly  Ermiuia  Pera!ta 424.99 

Josefa  P.  Van  Vraukin,  formerly  Josefa  Peralta 424. 99 

Isaac  Goldtree 849.99 

J.  B.  Arellanee 849.99 

W.  E.  Dargie 849.99 

J.  H.  Rice 212.49 

Eliza  Diitard,  wife  of  Illppolyte  Diitard 212.49 

L.  M.  Kaiser 219.49 

8.  I.  Jamison 173.  ^ 

Estate  of  A.  Togunzzini 38.6:J 

Total 5099.89 
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William  E.  Dargie,  of  Oakland,  California,  one  of  the  parties  in  in- 
terest, has  been  constitated  attorney  in  fact  of  all  the  other  parties 
above  named,  except  in  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Antonio  Tognazzini, 
deceased. 

The  rtght  of  Mr.  Dargie,  under  his  powers  on  file  in  this  ofiice,  to 
make  all  the  selections,  under  the  terms  of  the  act,  except  38.63  acres 
due  the  Tognazzini  estate,  will  be  recognized. 

There  are  several  minor  children  of  said  Tognazzini,  and  an  adminis- 
trator of  his  estate  has  been  appointed. 

The  said  administrator,  or  a  duly  authorized  guardian  of  said  children 
may  make  the  selection  for  "  the  heirs  of  Antonio  Tognazzini,  deceased." 
A  full  forty  acre  tract  may  be  taken  at  whatever  district  land  office  in 
California  the  application  to  select  is  made,  and  cash  paid  for  the  ex- 
cess over  38.63  acres  ^  and  the  usual  '^  cash  excess  receipts,"  in  dupli- 
cate, will  be  issued. 

The  lands  to  be  selected  under  the  law,  and  these  instructions,  must 
be  unoccupied,  unappropriated,  and  unreserved  public  lands  of  the 
United  States  in  the  State  of  California,  not  mineral,  surveyed  or  un- 
surveyed,  <<  and  in  tracts  not  less  than  the  subdivisions  provided  for  in 
the  United  States  land  laws." 

These  selections,  therefore,  may  be  made  at  dififerent  land  offices,  for 
the  smallest  legal  subdivisions,  or  larger  ones.  Compact  form,  or  con- 
tiguity, is  not  required  by  the  act. 

If  unsurveyed  land  is  applied  for,  immediate  steps  will  have  to  be 
taken  to  ascertain  the  exact  quantity  and  character  of  the  land  which 
the  party  desires  to  select. 

All  these  selections  must  be  made  within  one  year  next  after  October 
1, 1890. 

The  act  is  mandatory  upon  this  point,  and  the  land  department  has 
no  authority  to  extend  the  time  so  prescribed  by  Congress. 

The  enclosed  forms,  "A  "  and  *<  B  "  may  be  used  in  effecting  the  se- 
lections. They  may  be  used  in  manuscript  or  printed  form,  and  adapted 
to  the  number  of  legal  subdivisions  applied  for  at  one  time  in  your 
office. 

Form  <*A  "  is  an  application  to  select. 

Form  "  B "  is  a  certificate  of  entry,  with  a  register's  and  receiver's 
number.  These  certificates  will  be  issued  in  duplicate ;  one  to  be  trans- 
mitted to  this  office  (with  the  application),  and  the  other  delivered  to 
the  person  making  the  selection. 

A  new  series,  commencing  with  No.  one,  will  be  used,  at  each  land 
office  in  California  in  this  matter,  and  a  separate  docket  must  be  kept 
of  all  selections  made  under  the  aforesaid  act  at  your  office.  The  said 
applications  and  certificates  connected  with  any  such  selections,  will  be 
reported  to  this  office,  regularly,  together  with  a  separate  abstract 
thereof,  with  your  monthly  returns. 

Care  must  be  taken  to  keep  the  selections  made  by,  or  for,  each  of 
the  above  named  beneficiaries,  '^  entirely  separate  and  distinct." 
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A  tract  ill  part  satisfaction  of  the  amount  due  one  party,  as  herein- 
before indicated,  cannot  be  coupled  in  an  application,  or  certiticate,  with 
a  tract  desired  by  another  of  the  parties  named." 

In  case  any  application  to  select  under  said  law,  and  these  instruc- 
tions, is  denied  or  rejected  by  you,  for  any  cause  whatever,  the  ftpplica- 
tion  and  facts  will  be  at  once  reported  to  this  office  in  a  special  letter, 
for  appropriate  action. 

Very  respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Gbopp, 

Commissioner* 

Approved. 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 


railroad  right  of  TV  ay-map  or  LOCATION. 

LoNGMONT,  Middle  Park,  &  Pacific  Ey.  Co. 

A  map  filed  under  the  right  of  way  act  within  twelve  montha  after  definite  location 
of  the  line  of  roate  delineated  thereon,  showing  a  section  of  road  over  snrvejed 
public  land,  which  is  returned  for  amendment,  wiU  be  held  to  have  been  filed  in 
time,  though  the  statutory  period  may  expire  before  the  perfected  map  is  filed 
in  the  local  office. 

A  map  filed  under  said  act  will  not  bo  approved  where  the  stat-ements  in  the  certificate; 
aud  affidavit,  accompanying  the  same  are  not  in  accordance  with  the  conditions 
surrounding  the  case. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  CommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

3, 1890. 

With  letter  of  July  10,  last,  the  Department  returned  to  yon  a  map 
theretofore  submitted,  and  filed  by  the  Longmont,  Middle  Park  and 
Pacitic  Eailway  Company  under  the  right  of  way  act  (March  3, 1875, 
18  Stat.,  482),  with  a  statement  that  approval  thereof  was  withheld 
because  the  map  was  not  filed  within  the  time  required  by  the  act,  with- 
out allusion  to  other  objections.  In  a  subsequent  letter,  that  of  Sep- 
tember 6,  last,  you  stated  that  two  maps  had  been  filed  in  1881  by  the 
Longmont,  Middle  Park  and  Pacific  Narrow  Gauge  Railway  Company, 
now  known  by  the  name  above  mentioned,  which  were  returned  to  the 
company  because  of  defects,  and  that  no  action  had  been  taken  in  the 
premises  till  the  present  map  was  filed.  You  submitted  the  matter  for 
directions,  and,  on  the  1st  ultimo,  re-submitted  the  map. 

In  reply  and  for  your  guidance,  I  have  to  state,  generally,  that  a 
map  filed  under  this  act  within  twelve  months  after  the  definite  location 
of  the  line  of  route  delineated  thereon  and  showing  a  section  of  road 
over  surveyed  public  lands,  which  is  returned  to  the  company  filing  it 
because  of  imperfections,  will  be  held  to  have  been  filed  within  the 
statutory  period  although  the  legal  limit  may  have  elnx)sed  before  the 
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perfected  map,  or  a  similar  one  in  its  stead,  is  again  filed  in  the  local 
office. 

Laches  as  respects  the  re-filing  of  this  map  would  not  operate  against 
favorable  action  thereon,  according  to  the  above  view,  and  in  the  light 
of  the  statements  in  your  letter  of  September  6,  if  the  map  were  other- 
wise properly  executed  and  authenticated  and  accorded  with  the  facts 
as  presented. 

Your  letter  states  that  Lougmont,  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  section 
of  road,  is  in  section  10 — 2  If . — 69,  W.,  while  the  map  shows  it  to  be  in 
section  3;  and  that  Ward,  the  western  terminus,  is  in  section  1 — 1,  N. — 
73,  W.,  while  that  town  is  not  noted  on  the  map,  but  the  section  of  road 
ends  at  a  point  on  the  west  line  of  section  18 — 1,  K — 72,  W.  The  state- 
ment in  the  certificate  attached  to  the  map  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  conditions  surrounding  the  case  and  such  is  true  respecting  the 
affidavit  which  precedes  the  certificate. 

By  reason  oi  the  foregoing  objections  the  map  is  herewith  returned 
unapproved. 


PBACTICE-EVIDENCE— PRE-EMPTION  CONTEST. 

Conn  v.  Caerigan. 

An  affidavit  filed  with  an  appeal  to  the  Department  cannot  be  receiyed  as  evidence 
in  a  contested  case. 

The  temporary  removal  of  the  claimant  from  land  of  his  own,  prior  to  the  establish- 
ment of  residence  on  his  pre-emption  claim  in  the  same  State  will  not  take  such 
claim  out  of  the  second  inhibitory  clause  of  section  2260  R.  S. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OeneralLand 

Office^  December  4, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  James  Carrigan  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  May  <17, 1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  pre-emption  ca^h 
entry,  made  October  19, 1886,  for  the  S  W.  J  Sec.  21,  T.  6  N.,  R.  34  W., 
McGook,  Nebraska. 

On  March  15, 1887,  Leslie  Conn  made  application  for  a  hearing,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  ^'  James  Corrigan  has  moved  his  family,  himself, 
and  dwelling-house,  from  deeded  land  of  his  own  in  this  State  to  reside 
on  the  above  described  pre-emption  cash  entry,  which  deeded  land  was 
his  deeded  homestead,  which  is  contrary  to  the  ruling  of  the  Land  De- 
partment." 

The  hearing  was  duly  had  by  your  order  of  June  6, 1887,  and  the 
register  and  receiver,  from  the  evidence  submitted  thereat,  found  that 
the  claimant  had  acted  in  bad  faith  and  recommended  the  cancellation 
of  his  entry,  and  on  his  appeal  you  affirm  that  judgment. 

The  entryman  appeals  therefrom  to  this  Department,  alleging,  among 
other  things,  as  grounds  of  error,  that  your  decision  is  contrary  to  law 
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and  unsupported  by  the  evidence.    The  facts  are  substantially  set  forth 
in  your  opinion. 

The  land  in  controversy  corners  on  the  southwest  with  the  NE.  J  of 
Sec.  29,  in  the  same  township.  On  October  22, 1885,  Mr.  Oorrigan  made 
his  final  homestead  praof  on  the  last  described  tract,  and  on  November 
12, 1885,  filed  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  land  in  question,  alleg- 
ing settlement  thereon  October  28,  1885.  His  witness,  William  Listen, 
testifies  that  he  thinks  the  claimant  removed  from  his  homestead  to 
Gulbertson,  Nebraska,  on  November  8, 1885 ;  that  about  February  20, 
1886,  he  made  his  first  act  of  settlement  on  the  land  in  question,  and 
about  April  1,  thereafter,  he  moved  with  his  family  from  Gulbertson  to 
his  pre-emption  claim. 

He  further  swears  that  claimant  told  him  '<  inside  of  two  or  three  weeks 
after  he  made  final  proof  that  he  (claimant)  ''did  not  want  any  more 
land,"  and  did  not  want  to  pre-empt  the  land  in  controversy.  Claim- 
ant told  the  same  in  substance  to  his  witness,  BuUard.  It  was  exactly 
three  weeks  from  the  time  he  made  his  final  proof  on  his  homestead 
entry  until  he  filed  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  land  in  controversy, 
so  that  his  statement  to  Listen  was  probably  not  sincere.  If,  as  Liston 
says,  he  moved  from  his  homestead  to  Gulbertson  on  November  8,  he 
made  the  filing  within  four  days  after  such  removal. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  he  moved  the  house  from  his  home- 
stead claim  to  his  adjoining  pre-emption  claim,  and  after  he  had  proved 
up  on  that  (October  19, 1886,)  he  moved  the  same  house  to  his  timber 
culture  claim  in  section  31,  of  the  same  township,  where  he  wan  living  at 
date  of  hearing.  He  failed  to  testify  at  the  hearing  as  to  what  his 
intentions  were  when  he  moved  from  his  homestead;  and  the  statements 
made  in  his  affidavit,  accompanying  his  appeal,  as  to  such  intentions, 
can  not  now  be  considered.  Rule  72  of  the  Rules  of  Practice ;  Grow  v, 
Andrus,  5  L.  D.,  425  ;  Knox  v.  Bassett,  5  L.  D.,  351.  It  is  shown  that 
he  moved  from  his  homestead  to  a  house  he  caused  to  be  built  in  Gal- 
bertson,  where  he  staid  about  four  months ;  thence  he  removed  to  his 
pre-emption  claim ;  and  it  is  insisted  that  these  acts  do  not  constitute 
an  abandonment  of  his  residence  on  his  own  land  to  reside  on  the  public 
land,  and  therefore  not  inhibited  by  the  second  subdivision  of  section 
2260  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

I  think  from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  case,  that  claim- 
ant's residence  in  Gulbertson  was  intended  to  be  only  temporary,  and, 
if  so,  his  temporary  removal  from  land  of  his  own  prior  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  residence  on  his  pre-emption  claim  will  not  take  such  claim 
out  of  the  inhibition  contained  in  said  statute.  Ott  v.  Grawford,  10  L. 
D.,  117. 

I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  this  removal  to  Gulbertson  was  a  mere 
subterfuge  to  evade  the  provisions  contained  in  the  inhibitory  claosein 
said  statute.  I  am  strengthened  in  this  opinion  by  the  fact  that  bis  al- 
leged settlement  on  the  preemption  claim  antedated  his  removal  from 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS,  555 

his  homestead,  and  whatever  the  facts  really  are,  he  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  deny  his  own  statement,  which  he  caused  to  go  on  record,  in 
order  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  same  in  his  efforts  to  secure  more  gov* 
ernment  land.  It  can  hardly  be  said,  when  he  moved  from  his  home- 
stead to  Gnlbertson,  on  November  8,  that  he  did  not  intend  at  that  time 
to  move  to  the  preemption  claim,  when  he  filed  on  the  same  four  days 
later.  On  the  contrary,  the  facts  warrant  the  conclusion  that  he  did 
intend  such  removal. 

I  concur  in  the  conclusions  reached  in  your  decision  that  this  entry 
should  be  canceled.  It  is  so  ordered  and  the  judgment  appealed  from 
is  affirmed. 


PT7BCHASE  UNDER  THE  ACT  OP  JTHfTE  16,  1880- AFFIDAVIT. 

Graham  v,  Garlichs. 

An  affidayit  of  identity  is  not  required  of  the  original  entryman  where  he  applies  to 
purchase  under  section  2,  act  of  June  15;  1880,  and  the  duplicate  receipt  accom- 
panies the  record. 

First  Assistant  /Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  6, 1890. 

December  8, 1879,  Julius  Ipsom  made  homestead  entry  for  the  NW. 
J  Sec.  15,  T.  4  S.,  R.  22  W.,  Kirwin,  Kansas.  May  19,  1884,  he  exe- 
cuted a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  Hugh  McOredie,  in  his  name 
and  for  his  use,  to  make  final  proof  for  the  same  ^^  under  the  2d 
section  of  the  act  of  June  15th,  1880, 21  Stat.,  237.^  June  24,  1884,  Mc- 
Oredie, in  virtue  of  his  said  power  of  attorney,  made  and  subscribed 
the  cash  proof  affidavit  required  of  the  entryman,  and  received  final 
certificate  in  the  name  of  Julius  Ipsom. 

The  land  was  several  times  transferred,  and  on  the  21st  of  April, 
1886,  was  conveyed  by  warranty  deed  to  Garlichs,  appellant  herein. 
April  18, 1885,  the  said  cash  entry  was  suspended  by  your  office,  be- 
cause the  required  cash  proof  affidavit  was  made  by  a  person  other 
than  the  entryman. 

March  20,  1888,  George  Graham  applied  to  contest  the  said  cash  en- 
try, alleging  the  proof  to  be  insufficient  by  reason  of  the  affidavit  afore- 
baid.  His  application  was  held  to  await  the  action  of  Garlichs,  in 
relation  to  the  suspension  of  Ipsom's  cash  entry. 

June  14,  1888,  Garlichs  filed  with  the  register  and  receiver  an  ab- 
stract of  the  record  showing  his  ownership  of  the  land,  and  an  affidavit 
to  the  eiOfectthat  he  was  an  innocent  purchaser,  without  notice  of  the 
defective  affidavit,  or  of  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  in  suspending 
the  entry,  and  that  he  had  made  diligent  inquiry  to  learn  the  where- 
abouts of  Ipsom,  with  a  view  to  procuring  from  him  a  proper  affidavit, 
but  had  been  unable  to  find  him,  and  asked  that  the  personal  affidavit 
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of  Ipsom  be  dispensed  with,  the  cash  proof  already  on  file  accepted, 
and  the  land  passed  to  patent.  This  application  was  referred  to  the 
Commissioner,  and,  on  October  17, 1888,  the  Commissioner  allowed  him 
sixty  days  (additional)  in  which  to  procure  and  file  Ipsom's  affidarit. 

Garlichs  failed  to  fnrnish  the  required  affidavit,  whereupon  your 
office,  by  its  letter  of  June  1, 1889,  held  the  said  cash  entry  for  cancel- 
lation, and  Garlichs  now  appeals. 

The  affidavit  of  identity,  etc.,  is  required  only  when  the  origrinal 
homestead  party  applies  to  enter  and  '^  has  lost  his  duplicate  receipt" 
General  Circular  of  January  1, 1889,  page  19. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  Ipsom's  duplicate  receipt  accompanies  the  record. 
The  affidavit  was  therefore  unnecessary. 

Graham's  contest  is  dismissed,  and  you  will  direct  a  patent  to  issue 
to  Garlichs. 

Your  decision  is  reversed. 


SUSPENDED  ENTRY— SEGREGATION. 

Melvin  p.  Yates. 

The  snspeBsioQ  of  an  entry  does  not  relieve  the  land  covered  thereby  ttom  reserva- 
tion,  hence  daring  such  saspension  the  entry  of  another  for  said  land  cannot  be 
allowed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  6, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Melvin  P.  Yates  from  your  office  de- 
cision, dated  February  16,  ISSO,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  home- 
stead entry  on  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  28  T.  7  S.,  E.  28  W.,  Oberlin,  Kansas. 

The  record  shows  that  on  November21, 1884,  Horace  G.  Pearson  filed 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  above  described  tract,  and  on 
June  24, 1885,  he  made  cash  entry  for  the  same.  His  proof  shows  that 
he  had  resided  on  the  tract  since  December  1,  1884,  cultivating  and 
improving  it.  June  16,  1888,  your  office  suspended  said  cash  entry  for 
insufficient  residence  and  improvements,  and  allowed  Pearson  sixty 
days,  without  republication  of  notice  to  file  additional  evidence. 

It  also  appears  that  notice  of  said  suspension  was  sent  to  Pearson's 
last  address  at  Hoxie,  Kansas,  but  he  was  then  living  in  Pasadena 
California.    September  5,  1888,  a  second  notice  was  sent  to  Pasadena, 
which  he  received. 

September  24,  1888,  Melvin  P.  Yates,  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  upon  the  same  tract,  which  was  rejected  same  day,  by  the  local 
land  office  for  the  reason  that  said  tract  is  covered  by  cash  entry  of 
Horace  G.  Pearson. 

Yates  appealed  from  this  action  to  your  office,  where,  on  February 
16,  1889,  you  affirmed  the  decision  appealed  from.  Therenron  he  stil^ 
further  prosecutes  his  appeal  to  this  department. 
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At  the  time  this  application  was  made,  Horace  Or.  Pearson's  entry  of 
the  tract  was  of  record,  uncanceled  and  was  notice  to  this  claimant  and 
all  the  world  of  his  claim  to  this  land. 

His  entry,  though  suspended  temporarily,  is  nevertheless  an  entry, 
and  withdraws  the  land  embraced  therein  from  market  until  such  time 
as  the  same  may  be  finally  acted  upon.    See  Henry  Cliff  (3  L.  D.,  216). 

A  mere  suspension  of  Pearson's  entry  until  he  could  furnish  the  addi- 
tional proof  called  for  does  not  open  this  laud  for  entry  to  the  public. 
And  the  allowance  of  sixty  days'  time  for  furnishing  such  proof  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  at  the  end  of  that  time  his  entry  should  be 
canceled.  Oircumstances  might  have  arisen  during  the  allotted  time 
which  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land  Office,  would 
be  sufficient  cause  for  granting  more  time. 

In  this  case  it  appears  by  reason  of  Pearson's  change  of  residence  the 
sixty  days'  time  was  consumed  before  he  received  notice  of  the  action 
of  the  General  Land  Office.  The  notice  was  sent  to  him  September  5th 
and  on  October  16th,  1888,  he  began  to  take  steps  to  comply  with  the 
order  of  the  Land  Office,  ordering  him  to  furnish  additional  proof. 

There  could  not  be  two  entries  at  the  same  time  on  the  same  land. 
Russell  V.  Gerold  (10  L.  D.,  18);  Geer  v.  Farrington  (4  L.  D.,  410).  It 
therefore  follows  that  the  application  of  Melvin  P.  Yates  to  make  homo- 
stead  entry  was  rightly  rejected. 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


ALABAMA  LANDS- ABANDOXMENT. 

James  E.  Jolly. 

An  additional  homestead  entry  of  land  reported,  prior  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  as 
containing  coal,  can  not  be  allowed  nntll  after  public  offering. 

^n  entry  of  a  less  amount  than  that  covered  by  settlement  operates  as  abandon- 
ment of  the  land  not  included  within  the  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offioe^  December  6, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  James  E.  Jolly  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  October  14, 1889,  rejecting  his  homestead  application  to  enter 
the  SB.  i  of  NW.  i  Sec.  22,  T.  14  S.,  R.  3  W.,  Huntsville,  Alabama. 

The  record  shows  that  applicant  made  entry  for  the  S.  J  of  NE.  J, 
(5ec.  22,  T.  14  S.,  R.  3  W.,  in  1876 ;  and  that  he  has  resided  thereon 
with  his  family  ever  since.  In  his  present  application  he  asks  the 
privilege  of  entering  tlie  tract  above  as  additional  to  his  original  entry 
pf  1876. 

jnly  24,  1889,  the  local  office  rejected  this  application  for  the  reason 
that  be  did  not  allege  settlement  prior  to  March  3^  1883,  and  that  the 
li^ud  t9  classed  e^  mineral, 
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Yoar  office  affirmed  the  decision  of  tlie  local  office.  WhereapoD  ap- 
plicant appealed  to  this  Department. 

According  to  the  statements  of  your  office  the  tract  sought  to  be 
entered  had  been  reported  as  coutainiug  coal  prior  to  the  act  of  March 
3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487). 

It  must,  therefore,  have  been  offered  at  public  sale  before  it  is  subject 
to  entry.  The  tract  in  dispute  had  not  been  offered  at  public  sale  prior 
to  this  homestead  application.  It  follows  that  unless  applicant's  rights 
attached  to  this  land  before  the  act  of  March  3,  1883,  he  can  have  no 
right  now. 

The  question  therefore  arises  did  James  E.  Jolly  make  settlement  on 
the  tract  in  controversy  before  March  3, 1883. 

His  application  is  dated  July  23,  1889,  more  than  six  years  after  the 
passage  of  said  act.  The  attorney  for  applicant  argues  that  settlement 
should  date  back  to  the  time  of  the  original  entry  in  1876  under  the  act 
of  May  14, 1880.  I  do  not  believe  the  argument  is  well  taken,  becaase 
if  applicant  claims  settlement  now  he  must  have  claimed  settlement  of 
this  tract  at  the  time  of  his  entry  of  the  original  eighty  acres  in  1876. 
If  so,  his  entry  of  the  eighty  acres  will  operate  as  an  abandonment  of 
the  tract  now  in  dispute.  See  Oayce  v.  St.  Louis  and  Iron  Mountain 
Bailroad  company  (6  L.  D.,  350) ;  see  also  Nix  v.  Allen  (112  U.  S.,  129). 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


PBACTICE-CERTIORARI-APPEAIi. 

Smith  t;.  Noble. 

An  application  for  the  writ  of  certiorari  will  be  denied,  if  it  appears  that  the  appli- 
cant has  not  songht  relief  by  appeal. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oetieral  Land  Office,  Decetn- 

ber  6, 1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  September  11, 1890,  transmitting  an 
application  for  certiorari  filed  by  Bobert  Smith  in  the  case  of  said 
Smith  against  Spencer  Y.  Noble. 

It  appears  that  on  August  7, 1882,  Noble  made  ^^  mineral  entry  No. 
116,  for  placer  claim  No.  1,  above  discovery  and  upper  one  hundred  feet 
of  discovery  and  hill  claims  adjoining  on  southeast "  Deadwood  series, 
now  Bapid  City,  Dakota,  and  that  subsequently  on  June  16, 1890,  the 
local  officers  forwarded  a  protest  filed  by  Smith,  alleging  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  a  portion  of  said  claim  by  purchase,  that  he  has  resided 
thereon  and  cultivated  it  for  ten  years,  <^  that  the  part  so  occupied  by 
him  is  thirty  feet  above  the  remainder  of  the  claim,  and  of  the  placer 
ground  on  Wbitewood  Creek ;  that  no  placer  mining  had  been  done 
thereon  other  than  prospecting,  since  he  has  resided  thereon  and  for 
years  previous ;  that  no  one  has  made  any  claim  to  sf^id  premises,  s^t 
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stakes,  or  posted  notices  thereon  since  his  settlement ;"  that  Noble  has 
sold  all  that  portion  of  the  placer  claim  to  a  railroad  compaDj,  <' which 
the  company  is  now  leveling  for  machine  shops  and  ronnd  honses,"  and 
that  the  ground  claimed  by  him  is  not  valaable  for  mining  purposes. 

By  letter  of  July  18, 1890,  your  office  found  that  the  evidence  showed 
the  claim  to  have  been  owned  and  worked  as  a  placer  by  Noble  and  his 
grantors,  since  1876;  that  not  less  than  $5000,  had  been  expended 
thereon  for  that  purpose  and  that  several  thousand  dollars  worth  of 
gold  had  been  taken  from  the  claim ;  that  Noble  had  given  legal  notice 
of  his  application  for  patent,  and  that  Smith  had  failed  to  file  an  ad- 
verse  claim  under  the  statute ;  that  Smith  had  not  alleged  that  valu- 
able miiural  bad  not  been  discovered  on  the  claim,  and  concluded  that 
your  office  would  not  be  warranted  in  ordering  a  hearing. 

The  protest  was  accordingly  dismissed. 

Thereupon  protestant  instead  of  seeking  relief  by  appeal,  filed  this 
application  for  certiorari. 

By  your  said  letter  of  September  11,  you  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  no  appeal  has  been  taken  in  the  case,  and  that  the  right  of  appeal 
has  not  been  denied. 

The  rules  of  practice  contemplate  that  any  person  aggrieved  by  a 
ruling  of  your  office  shall  seek  relief  by  appeal  to  the  Department. 
This  is  the  ordinary  and  orderly  practice.  It  does  not  appear  why  the 
applicant  failed  to  pursue  this  course.  The  Department  will  not  coun- 
tenance a  resort  to  the  extraordinary  remedy  of  certiorari  when  an  ob- 
servance of  the  usual  methods  of  practice  furnishes  ample  relief.  Pro- 
testants in  mineral  cases  are,  under  certain  circumstances,  entitled  to 
appeal.  Bright  v,  Elkhom  Mining  Go.  (8  L.  D.,  122).  Inasmuch  as 
applicant  has  not  sought  relief  by  appeal,  the  application  is  denied. 


HOMESTEAD  SETTLEMENT— CONI'LICTINO  CLAIMS. 

BEBBY  V.  Websteb. 

A  valid  settlement  claim  under  the  homestead  law,  can  not  be  made  by  one  who  is 
at  the  same  time  maintaining  a  settlement  claim  for  another  tract  under  the  pre- 
emption law. 

No  rights,  as  against  others,  are  acquired  by  the  cultivation  of  a  tract  under  authority 
from  a  railroad  company  that  has  no  right  thereto  under  its  grant. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  8,  1890. 

The  land  in  controversy  was  formerly  embraced  within  the  limits 
of  a  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company,  but,  on  May  24, 1886,  it  was  restored  to  the  public  domain,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  March  23, 1886,  in  the 
pase  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (4  L.  D.,  458),  hold- 
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iug  that  the  company  was  not  entitled  to  a  grant  of  lands  between  San 
Buenaventura  and  San  Francisco,  and  that  the  withdrawal  of  said  lands 
was  therefore  without  authority  and  void. 

On  May  24, 1886,  the  said  lands  were  opened  to  entry  by  the  order  of 
your  office. 

Robert  Webster  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  N  W.  J  of  Sec.  25, 
T.  25  S.,  K.  12  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  IVancisco,  California,  and  on  the  same 
day  John  S.  Berry  made  homestead  eutry  of  the  same  tract.  On  Decem- 
ber 16, 1886,  Berry  offered  final  proof,  pursuant  to  notice,  which  was 
contested  by  Webster,  aud  testimony  was  offered  by  both  parties  upou 
which  testimony  the  local  officers  held  that  Webster  was  the  prior  set- 
tler and  should  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof,  and  that  Berry's  entry 
should  be  canceled.  Upon  appeal,  your  office  affirmed  this  decision, 
and  Berry  appealed. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  Berry  cultivated  the  land  for 
eight  years  prior  to  restoration,  claiming  the  laud  uuder  the  author- 
ity of  the  railroad  company.  On  May  8, 1886,  he  moved  a  house  upon 
the  land,  and  established  his  residence  with  his  family,  having  moved 
from  his  adjoining  pre-emption  claim,  upou  which  he  offered  fiual  proof 
in  April  preceding. 

Webster  first  made  settlement  upon  the  claim  in  June  1885,  by  sleep- 
ing on  the  land,  and  then  left  the  claim  to  purchase  lumber  and  to  qual- 
ify himself  to  enter  the  land  by  filing  his  declaration  of  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  He  returned  to  the  land  the 
latter  part  of  June  of  that  year  and  slept  on  the  land  in  the  gulches. 
On  July  4,  Webster  hauled  some  lumber  on  the  land,  which  was  re- 
moved by  Berry  after  he  had  ordered  Webster  to  remove  it,  who  refused 
to  do  so.  In  ]^ovember  Webster  built  a  cabin,  and  resided  therein 
until  the  date  of  the  hearing,  his  wife  having  lived  with  him  from  May 
22, 1886,  when  she  came  from  England  and  joined  her  husband  in  this 
country. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  record  that  Berry  did  not  make  final  proof 
upon  his  pre-emption  claim  until  April,  1886,  aud  in  his  testimony  he 
states  that  he  first  made  settlement  and  residence  upon  the  land  on 
May  8, 1886.  He  could  not  make  a  valid  settlement  until  after  he  had 
offered  proof  on  his  pre-emption  claim,  without  abandoning  that  claim, 
nor  did  his  cultivation  of  the  claim  under  the  authority  of  the  railroad 
company  give  him  any  right  over  others,  inasmuch  as  the  company  had 
no  right  to  the  land. 

I  think  the  proof  clearly  shows  that  Webster  actually  settled  and 
resided  upon  the  land  from  November,  1885,  up  to  the  time  of  the  hear- 
ing, and  warrants  the  finding  of  the  local  office  and  of  your  office  that 
Webster  was  the  first  bona  fide  settler  upon  the  land,  and  the  decision 
of  your  office  holding  the  entry  of  Berry  for  cancellation  and  allowing 
^V'^bster  to  make  final  proof  Is  affirmed. 
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MINING  CLAIM— MILL  SITE-SECTION  8837  R.S. 

Syndicate  Lode  Mill  Site. 

A  mill  site  location  not  made  for  the  use  or  occupancy  of  tlio  applicant,  but  for  the 

benefit  of  another,  cannot  be  passed  to  patent. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

8,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  A.  E.  WanDeuiaker  from  so  mncb  of 
yoar  office  decision,  dated  September  3, 1889,  as  holds  for  cancellation 
the  Syndicate  mill-site  mineral  entry  No.  437,  made  October  7, 1885,  at 
Durango,  Colorado. 

The  record  shows  that  the  Syndicate  lode  claim  was  located  by  W. 
E.  Steele  September  28, 1880. 

January  14, 18:$4,  Steele  conveyed  to  Alice  F.  Wannemaker  the  claim. 
Alice  P.  Wannemaker  and  W.  E.  Steele  on  October  8, 1884,  conveyed 
the  same  to  A.  E.  Wannemaker. 

October  11, 1884,  A.  E.  Wannemaker  located  the  Syndicate  mill-site 
known  as  the  Syndicate  lode  mill-site. 

October  7, 1885,  A.  E.  Wannamaker  made  entry  for  the  Syndicate 
lode  and  mill-site. 

Septembers,  1889,  your  office  held  for  cancellation  applicant's  mineral 
entry  to  the  extent  of  the  mill-site  lot  Ko.  2185  B.,  embracing  five  acres. 

Section  2337,  under  which  applicant  seeks  for  patent  is  as  follows : 

Where  non-mineral  land  not  contiguous  to  the  vein  or  lode  is  used  or  occupied  by 
the  proprietor  of  such  vein  or  lode  for  mining  or  milling  purposes,  such  nou-adjaceut 
surface  ground  may  be  embraced  and  included  iu  an  application  for  a  patent  for  such 
yein  or  lode,  and  the  same  may  be  patented  therewith,  shbject  to  the  same  prelimi- 
nary requirements  as  to  survey  and  notice  as  are  applicable  to  veins  or  lodes ;  but  no 
location  hereafter  made  of  such  non-adjacent  laud  shall  exceed  five  acres,  and  pay- 
ment for  the  same  must  be  made  at  the  same  rate  as  fixed  by  this  chapter  for  the  super- 
ficies of  the  lode.  The  owner  of  a  quartz-mill  or  reductiou- works,  not  owning  a  mine 
in  connection  therewith,  may  also  receive  a  patent  for  his  mill-site,  as  provided  in 
this  section. 

The  evidence,  upon  examination  discloses  that  ever  since  the  mill-site 
in  dispute  was  located  by  Wannemaker  it  has  been  occupied  by  coke 
ovens  for  the  manufacture  of  coke  from  bituminous  coal  for  the  use  of 
the  Grand  View  Mining  and  Smelting  company's  smelter  at  Bico, 
Colorado. 

At  the  time  applicant  located  the  Syndicate  mill  site  he  agreed  to 
deed  the  same  to  the  above  named  company  as  soon  as  he  could  obtain 
patent  therefor.  This  arrangement  seems  to  have  been  made  because 
the  Grand  View  Mining  and  Smelting  company  was  not  at  that  time 
the  owner  of  any  lode  or  mine  and  could  not  therefore  obtain  patent  for 
a  mill-site  while  applicant,  Wannemaker,  being  the  owner  of  Syndicate 
lode  could  obtain  a  patent  for  a  mill-site  to  be  used  in  connection  there- 
with. 
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It  seems,  therefore,  that  said  mill-site  was  not  located  for  the  use  and 
occapancy  of  applicant,  but  was  to  be  conveyed  to  the  above  named 
company.  In  his  location  certificate  applicant  said  that  the  Syndicate 
Mill-site  was  to  be  used  and  occupied  as  a  mill-site  in  connection  with 
the  Syndicate  lode.  In  fact,  it  has  never  been  used  or  occupied  for  any 
such  purpose,  but  on  the  contrary,  it  is  admitted  by  the  evidence,  that 
it  has  been  continuously  used  by  the  Grand  View  Mining  and  Smelting 
company.  These  facts  show  conclusively  that  the  land  is  not  used  or 
occupied  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  located  or  for  any  purpose  in 
connection  with  the  Syndicate  lode. 

Whatever  improvements  are  upon  the  mill-site  were  not  placed  there 
by  Wanuemaker. 

The  claimant  has  not  shown  such  use  and  occupation  of  the  land  in 
question  as  is  contemplated  by  Sec.  2337,  B.  S.  Bee  Charles  Lennig 
(5  L.  D.,  190) ;  Le  Neve  Mill-site  (9  L.  D.,  460). 

Your  office  decision  is  affirmed. 


PRE-EMPTIVE  RIGHT— SECOND  FIMNG— MINOR. 

Johnson  v.  Eountree. 

A  minor  who  files  a  declaratory  Btatement  with  full  knowledge  of  his  disquAlifica- 
tion  under  the  law,  and  subsequently  sells  his  relinquishment  of  the  claim,  ex- 
hausts thereby  his  pre-emptive  right,  and  can  not  be  allowed  to  make  a  second 
filing. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  8,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Lourain  Johnson  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  of  May  11,  1889,  allowing  the  final  proof  of  Charles  J. 
Bountree  upon  his  pre-emption  claim  for  the  E.  ^  of  the  N  W.  ^  and  the 
W.  i  of  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  25^  T.  3  S.,  R.  24  W.,  Kirwin,  Kansas. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  August  5, 1885,  Bountree  offered 
proof  upon  said  claim,  when  Johnson  protested,  alleging  an  adverse 
and  superior  claim  to  the  land  by  virtue  of  his  declaratory  statement, 
filed  July  13,  1885.  Upon  this  protest  a  hearing  was  had,  and  the 
local  officers  found  in  favor  of  defendant,  from  which  decision  the  prot- 
estant  appealed,  alleging  error  in  said  decision  in  holding:  (1)  that  the 
defendant  did  not  exhaust  his  pre-emption  right  by  his  filing  made 
April  8, 1880  ]  and  (2)  in  holding  that  he  had  complied  with  the  law  as  to 
residence  and  cultivation.    Your  office  affirmed  said  decision,  and  held : 

As  to  the  Ist  error  assigned,  the  testimony  sh  ows  that  when  he  was  eighteen  years 
of  age,  defendant  made  or  procared  another  man  to  make  for  him  a  D.  S.  filing  on  a 
certain  tract  of  land,  that  he  only  held  said  filing  a  few  weeks,  and  then  sold  it  and 
relinquished  all  his  right  to  it  for  |10.  His  filing  at  that  time  was  of  no  legal  effect, 
as  he  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor,  and  is  consequently  not  a  bar  to  his  exercise  of 
his  right  under  the  pre-emption  law  after  he  had  become  qualified  to  do  so. 
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Yoar  office  farther  held  that,  as  to  residence  and  improvements  on 
the  tract,  he  had  complied  with  the  law. 

The  controlling  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  defendant,  with 
a  fall  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  he  was  a  minor  and  not  qualified  to 
make  a  pre-emption  filing,  did,  notwithstanding  such  knowledge,  make 
a  filing  and  sell  the  relinquishment  of  his  claim.  If  he  did,  he  has  ex- 
hausted his  right,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  as  to 
whether  he  has  complied  with  the  law. 

In  his  testimony,  he  says  that  he  did  make  a  filing  in  1880  for  another 
tract  of  land,  when  he  was  eighteen  years  old,  and  that  it  was  made  for 
him  by  a  man  named  Barman.    He  says : 

I  paid  him  $3.00  for  making  said  filing.  I  asked  him  to  do  it.  I  broke  five  acres  of 
prairie  on  this  land,  is  all  I  done.  I  done  nothing  with  the  land  afterward.  Mrs. 
Right  has  that  land  now.  She  paid  me  (10.00  for  my  paper  on  that  land.  I  signed 
my  name  on  back  of  papers. 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  decision  of  the  Department  in  the  case 
of  Allen  V.  Baird,  6  L.  D.,  298.  In  that  case  the  Secretary  said  "  In 
the  first  filing  Allen  stated  that  he  was  'over  twenty-one  years'  of  age, 
when  he  knew  that  statement  was  untrue."  ''The  land  was  subject  to 
settlement  and  entry,  and  Allen  can  not  now  be  heard  to  say  that  his 
first  filing  was  illegal." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  it  does  not  appear  that  Bountree  was  prevented 
firom  perfecting  his  entry,  and,  although  he  was  disqualified  from  mak- 
ing filing  or  entry,  yet  he  might  have  perfected  his  claim  upon  attain- 
ing majority.  His  attempt  to  acquire  title,  knowing  that  he  was  under 
age,  and  his  speculation  on  the  land  by  the  sale  of  his  relinquishment, 
has  exhausted  has  right,  and  his  filing  should  be  canceled. 

Your  decision  is  reversed. 


MINING  CliAIM— CHARACTER  OP  LAND. 

MOBBILL  V.  MABGARET  MINING  CO. 

A  mineral  application  will  not  be  allowed  if  the  mineral  character  of  the  land  does 

not  satisfactorily  appear. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  8, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Beujamiu  G.  Morrill  v.  The  Margaret 
Mining  company  on  appeal  by  both  parties  from  your  office  decision  of 
May  20, 1889,  finding  that  the  land  in  controversy,  being  unsurveyed 
public  lands  in  Seattle  laud  district,  King  Co.,  Washington,  has  no  value 
for  either  mining  or  agricultural  purposes. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  26th  day  of  August,  1886,  the  Margaret 
Mining  company  filed  in  the  local  office  its  application  to  purchase  the 
Gray  Eagle  Mining  claim  being  survey  No.  52,  situated  in  King  county, 
Washington  Territory,  on  unsurveyed  public  land. 
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On  May  14, 1886,  aud  afterwards  ou  Jane  25, 1886,  Benjamin  G.  Mor- 
rill filed  in  the  local  office  his  protest  against  the  allowance  of  a  min- 
eral entry  for  said  land  by  the  Margaret  Mining  company  or  any  one 
else  alleging  his  settlement  upon  and  improvement  of  a  claim  on  an- 
surveyed  lands  in  March,  1885.  That  sabseqnently  a  mining  company 
located  a  mineral  claim  embracing  the  same  lands,  called  the  Gray 
Eagle.  That  the  object  and  purpose  of  said  mining  company  is  to  ob- 
tain title  to  some  hot  springs.  That  ^*  there  is  no  valuable  mine  on  the 
claim,  and  they  make  no  pretensions  to  one  outside  of  obtaining  a 
patent  to  Sulphur  Springs."  He  further  alleges  that  he  was  an  occu- 
pant of  the  land  in  question  before  any  parties  interested  in  the  said 
mining  company.  That  he  had  erected  buildings  on  the  claim  and  that 
it  had  been  his  home  for  the  past  eighteen  months. 

On  the  12th  day  of  November,  1886,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  tbe 
local  officers  to  determine  the  character  of  the  said  '^Gray  Eagle  min- 
ing claim."  In  pursuance  thereof  the  testimony  was  in  part  taken 
before  a  notary  public  in  King  county,  Washington  Territory,  partly  in 
the  form  of  depositions,  and  the  remainder  before  the  local  officers. 

From  the  evidence  introduced  in  the  case  the  local  officers,  on  the  7th 
day  of  November,  1887,  refused  the  application  of  said  Margaret  Mining 
company,  from  which  said  company  appealed  to  your  office,  which  on 
the  20th  day  of  May,  1889,  found  ''  that  said  claim  has  not  been  proven 
to  be  of  any  value  for  mining  purposes,  neither  is  it  of  any  valae  for 
agricaltural  purposes.  Hence  it  must  be  held  to  be  most  valuable  for 
its  hot  springs  thereon  and  therefore  subject  to  sale  under  the  general 
laws,  and  not  under  the  acts  relating  to  the  sale  of  mineral  lands." 
I    From  your  said  decision  both  parties  appeal. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  prior  to  the  organization  of  said 
Margaret  Mining  company,  said  Benjamin  G.  Morrill  made  a  settlement 
upon,  and  was  improving  a  claim  upon  unsurveyed  public  land.  That 
after  the  organization  of  the  mining  company  it  located  the  Gray  Eagle 
Lode  mining  claim  upon  land  embraced  in  Morrill's  claim.  In  the 
boundaries  of  said  mining  claim  there  is  what  the  witnesses  denominate 
as  the  '^  Hot  Springs  of  Green  Biver,"  the  waters  of  said  springs  are 
supposed  to  contain  valuable  medicinal  qualities.  The  value  of  said 
springs  is  not  shown  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  but  Morrill  and  said 
mining  company  seem  to  value  them  highly.  In  fact  the  acquisition  of 
said  springs  seems  to  have  been  the  object  of  Morrill's  settlement,  and 
of  the  organization  of  said  mining  company.  After  the  organization  of 
said  company  and  the  location  of  said  mining  claim,  Morrill  was  ejected 
from  the  land  by  an  officer  under  some  sort  of  proceedings  had  before 
a  court  at  the  trial  before  which  he  swears  he  made  no  appearance,  since 
which  time  he  has  been  out  of  the  possession.  Morrill's  improvements 
consisted  chiefly  in  buildings  near  said  hot  springs  erected  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  guests  and  people  visiting  said  springs  for  their  health, 
and  the  breaking  and  clearing  of  about  an  acre  of  ground  which  he 
planted  to  garden  vegetables  and  potatoes. 
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The  claim  crosses  Green  River  and  is  shown  to  be  generally  covered 
with  timber  and  brush.  It  is  shown  to  be  broken  and  rocky  generally 
yet  there  is  a  portion  of  it  that  can  be  cultivated  successfully  and  has 
some  value  as  agricultural  lands.  Morrill's  improvements  are  shown  to 
have  been  worth  from  $800  to  $1000. 

As  to  the  mineral  character  of  the  land  embraced  in  the  Oray  Eagle 
claim,  the  evidence  fails  to  satisfactorily  show  that  mineral  in  paying 
quantities  exists,  or  has  been  found  on  said  claim. 

It  appears  that  very  little  effort  has  been  made  by  the  mining  com- 
pany to  develop  the  mineral  resources  of  the  claim,  the  mineral  claim- 
ants having  turned  their  attention  to  the  mineral  springs,  which  appear 
to  be  their  sole  incentive  for  acquiring  title  to  the  land.  The  sole  issue 
presented  for  determi  nation  was  the  right  of  the  mineral  applicants  to 
purchase  the  land  and  inasmuch  as  the  land  is  not  shown  to  be  mineral 
in  character,  your  office  decision  in  rejecting  their  application  to  pur- 
chase was  right  and  to  that  extent  is  hereby  affirmed. 

The  rights  of  Morrill  in  the  tract  can  properly  be  determined  when 
he  makes  application  therefor  under  the  law. 

Your  said  office  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 


PBACTICE— BEVTEW— REHSABIKG* 

Olinb  v.  Datjl. 

An  allegation  of  additional  eyidence,  not  newly  discovered,  if  made  for  the  first  time 

on  review  comes  too  late  to  justify  a  rehearing. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Decem- 
ber 8,  1890. 

Frederick  Daul  has  filed  a  motion  for  review  and  reconsideration  of 
departmental  decision  of  June  28, 1890,  in  the  case  of  Mary  Gline  v. 
Frederick  Daul,  involving  a  part  of  Sec.  2,  T.  8  N.,  E.  19  W.,  Grand 
Island  land  district,  Nebraska. 

The  ground  of  said  motion  is  '<  that  said  decision  of  the  Honorable 
Secretary  in  canceling  the  entry  was  contrary  to  law  and  contrary  to 
evidence;'^  that  "the  evidence  of  several  witnesses  introduced  by  said 

contestant was  false  and  untrue;"  that  "the  said  con- 

testee  was  taken  by  surprise  at  the  said  trial  by  the  evidence  of  said 
contestant  and  contestant's  witnesses." 

No  attempt  is  made  to  show  wherein  said  decision  was  "contrary  to 
law  and  contrary  to  evidence."  It  is  not  stated  whose  testimony  was 
false,  nor  wherein  it  was  false.  No  explanation  is  made  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  entryman  was  "  taken  by  surprise."  The  aflidavit  of  the 
entryman,  and  two  other  persons,  Levi  P.  Wells  and  his  wife  Jennie  M. 
Wells,  are  given,  to  the  effect  that  the  entryman  has  resided  on  the 
tract  in  question  continuously  since  April  1, 1884.    It  is  not  necessary 
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to  analyze  tbe  statements  contained  in  these  affidavits,  and  compnre 
tbem  with  the  testimon^^  taken  at  the  bearing.  At  best  they  are  bnt 
cumulative,  and  insufficient,  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  evi- 
dence adduced  at  the  hearing,  to  authorize  a  reversal  of  the  former  de- 
cision. But  ''affidavits  filed  after  judgment,  as  a  basis  for  or  accom- 
panying applications  for  review,  are  to  be  received  with  great  caution*^ 
(Thorp  V,  Mc Williams,  3  L.  D.,  344).  The  entryman  made  no  applica- 
tion for  a  continuance  of  the  hearing  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of 
the  witnesses;  no  application  before  your  office  for  a  rehearing  for  that 
cause;  and  as  this  evidence — being  in  no  sense  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence— has  never  been  offered  before,  it  comes  too  late  when  prodoced 
for  the  first  time  on  motion  for  review.  Should  this  motion  be  granted 
on  the  grounds  here  presented,  it  would  encourage  the  trial  of  cases 
piecemeal,  and  allow  a  party  to  keep  back  a  portion  of  his  evidence 
for  an  emergency — a  course  which  would  be  unjust  to  the  opposing 
party,  and  a  practice  not  tolerated  in  courts  of  law.  The  motion  is 
without  merit,  and  must  be  dismissed. 


TIMBER  CUIiTITRE  CONTEST— DESTRUCTION  OF  TREES  AFTER  PTNAL 

PROOF. 

Browning  v.  Fry. 

A  timber  cnlture  entrymaD  who  bas  complied  with  the  law,  submitted  proof,  and  re- 
ceived final  certificate  thereon,  Is  not  required  by  law  or  any  regalation  of  tbe 
Department  to  replant  the  tract  where  the  trees  are  subsequently  destroyed  by 
fire. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  December  10,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  William  F.  Browning  v.  Stephen  J. 
Fry,  upon  appeal  by  the  latter  from  the  decision  of  your  office  dated 
May  25,  1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  timber  culture  entry  for  the 
SE.  J  Sec.  23,  T.  5  S.,  E.  16  W.,  Kirwin  land  district,  Kansas. 

May  26, 1876,  Fry  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  tract  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  March  13,  1874, 

June  2,  1884,  in  accordance  with  published  notice  he  offered  final 
proof  before  the  register  and  receiver  (under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  June  14,  1878),  which  was  approved,  and  final  certificate  issued  for 
the  land  February  14, 1887,  Browning  initiated  contest  against  Fry's 
entry,  alleging  substantially  as  follows: — That  the  final  proof  was 
fraudulently  made ;  that  at  the  date  thereof  there  was  not  the  required 
amount  of  thrifty  growing  timber  on  said  tract,  and  that  the  timber 
had  not  been  cultivated  and  protected  as  contemplated  by  the  timber 
culture  act. 

Hearing  was  ordered  and  had,  the  local  officers  found  in  favor  of 
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contestant  and  recommended  the  entry  for  cancellation,  whereupon 
claimant  appealed. 

May  25, 1889,  yoar  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  office,  and 
claimant  again  appealed  alleging  the  following  grounds  of  error,  viz : — 

1.  Id  conclndiDg  that  the  lack  of  fire-breaks  evidenced  bad  faith. 

2.  In  treating  the  breaking  of  the  tract  denuded  of  its  timber  by  fire  after  proof  as 
eYidenoing  bad  faith. 

3.  In  conclnding  that  the  planting  of  abonfc  two  thousand  additional  trees  before 
proof  on  an  addition  to  the  timbered  tract  evidenced  an  intention  to  prepare  for  proof 
in  evasion  of  law. 

4.  In  not  considering  the  equities  of  Fry. 

5.  In  not  concluding  that  there  were  a  snfiScient  number  of  thrifty  trees  on  the  land 
at  date  of  proof  to  entitle  Fry  to  a  patent. 

6.  In  not  applying  the  well  known  departmental  rule  that  the  matter  of  the  accept- 
ance of  the  proof  after  entry  is  governed  by  the  rules  in  force  when  the  proof  was 
made. 

.  On  the  trial  both  parties  were  personally  present,  attended  by  their 
respective  attorneys.  A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  offered  by 
them,  and  therefrom  it  appears  that  at  the  time  claimant  offered  final 
proof  he  had  about  thirty  acres  under  cultivation,  and  about  twelve 
acres  planted  to  timber  ranging  from  six  inches  to  twelve  feet  in  height, 
and  numbering  about  thirteen  thousand  trees. 

Several  of  contestant's  witnesses  did  not  know  claimant  and  had  not 
seen  the  tract  in  dispute  until  several  years  after  he  had  made  his  entry. 
Contestant  admitted  that  he  first  saw  section  31,  October  13, 1886,  and 
that  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  regarding  claimant's  efforts  to  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  law  before  he  proved  up  on  his  claim. 
Joseph  Edwards,  one  of  contestant's  witnesses  testified  that  he  resided 
for  over  ten  years  within  forty  rods  of  the  tract  in  dispute ;  that  claim- 
ant had  about  twelve  acres  planted  to  timber ;  that  the  trees  growing 
thereon  June  2, 1884,  would  average  from  six  inches  to  twelve  feet  in 
height  consisting  of  cottonwood,  box  elder  and  walnut;  they  were 
planted  four  feet  apart  each  way ;  he  believed  fifteen  hundred  of  them 
were  over  nine  feet  high ;  that  one  third  or  more  of  all  the  timber  was 
from  five  to  six  years  old ;  the  larger  trees  were  growing  all  over  the 
plat.  Witness  had  personal  knowledge  that  the  timber  was  cultivated 
both  in  1883  and  1884  and  that  it  was  in  a  thrifty  condition  and  com* 
pared  favorably  with  other  tree  claims  in  that  neighborhood,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  final  proof  there  were  at  least  six  thousand  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  trees  from  six  inches  to  twelve  feet  in  height  growing  on 
this  claim  :  and  that  the  land  was  in  a  good  state  of  cultivation.  The 
undisputed  evidence  also  shows  that  claimant  had  repeatedly  replanted 
or  refilled  his  tree  plat  with  either  tree  seeds  or  cuttings  whenever  he 
discovered  that  the  seeds  or  cuttings  previously  planted  had  failed  to 
germinate  or  grow. 

The  weight  of  affirmative  evidence  shows  that  claimant  had  broken  a 
fire  guard  around  three  sides  of  his  tree  plat  prior  to  1888,  but  that  no 
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ordinary  fire  gnard  could  have  stopped  the  ravages  of  the  fire  which 
destroyed  his  timber  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1884. 

It  is  shown  by  uncontradicted  evidence  that  the  fire  which  destroyed 
claimant's  timber  started  on  land  owned  by  one  C  B.  Nichols  aboat 
three  miles  northwest  from  the  tract  in  dispute.  There  was  a  strong 
wind  blowing  at  the  time  which  carried  the  burning  tumble  weeds  and 
grass  along,  destroying  everything  combustible  in  its  track. 

In  the  case  of  Seynolds  v,  Sampson  (2  L.  D..  305)  it  was  held  that 
the  entryman  should  not  be  held  responsible  for  the  results  of  in> 
cendiarism  nor  for  the  destruction  caused  by  floods ;  and  in  the  case  of 
Hupp  V.  Overall  (7  L.  D.,  11)  it  was  held  that  if  a  claimant  was  in  good 
faith  attempting  to  comply  with  the  law,  under  which  his  entry  was 
made,  and  that  a  devastating  fire  had  swept  over  the  land  destroying 
the  major  portion  of  his  trees,  it  appearing  that  no  ordinary  precaution 
could  have  prevented  such  destruction,  that  his  entry  should  not  be 
cancelled. 

Upon  review  of  the  record  in  the  case  at  bar,  I  am  convinced  that 
claimant's  final  proof  was  honestly  made ;  and  as  it  was  accepted  by 
the  local  ofBicers,  and  final  certificate  had  issued  thereon,  he  was  not 
required  by  law  nor  by  an^  rule  of  this  Department  to  replant  the  tree 
plat  destroyed  by  fire,  and  as  it  appears  that  final  certificate  was  issued 
to  claimant  in  accordance  with  the  rules  then  in  force  (Jacob  E.  English, 
10  L.  D.,  409),  I  must  reverse  the  decision  appealed  from  and  direct  that 
the  entry  pass  to  patent. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— WITHDRAWAL— ENTRT—SETTLEMENT  CLAIM. 

Stewart  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

The  withdrawal  on  general  route  does  not  take  effect  upon  land  covered  by  a  home- 
Btead  entry,  even  though  the  statutory  life  of  such  entry  may  have  expired  prior 
to  said  withdrawal. 

When  occupancy  alone  is  relied  upon  to  except  Ian  d  from  a  railroad  grant  it  must 
be  afflrraativoly  shown  that  the  person  in  possession  could  have  asserted  a  claim 
to  such  land  under  the  settlement  lawH. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

11, 1890. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  from 
your  office  decision  of  November  18,  1887,  wherein  you  affirm  the  local 
office  and  reject  the  company's  claim  to  the  E.  J  NW.  J  and  E.  i  SW.  J 
Sec.  21,  T.  18  K,  R.  1  W.,  W.  M.,  Olympia,  now  Seattle,  land  district^ 
Washington  Territory,  "with  a  view  to  allowing"  the  application  of 
William  A.  Stewart  to  file  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the 
tracts  named. 

The  land  involved  is  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the 
map  of  general  route  of  the  company's  road  filed  August  13|  1870,  and 
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also  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  as  designated  by  the  map  showing 
the  definite  location  of  said  road  filed  May  14, 1874.  Said  land  was  also 
embraced  in  homestead  entry  No.  330  made  by  John  0.  Wood,  July  11, 
1863.  This  entry  as  shown  by  the  records  of  your  office  was  canceled 
December  21, 1871,  for  abandonment. 

On  May  3, 1886,  the  applicant  Stewart,  presented  at  the  local  office 
his  preemption  declaratory  statement  alleging  settlement  the  same  day 
and  the  same  was,  on  August  26th  following  refused  for  conflict  with 
the  company's  grant. 

By  letter  of  August  13,  1886,  your  office  directed  the  local  officers 
^^  that  if  Stewart  can  allege  that  the  land  was  claimed  or  occupied  May 
14, 1874"  i.  e,j  the  date  of  definite  location,  to  order  a  hearing  to  deter- 
mine the  fact. 

On  October  4, 1886,  the  applicant  Stewart  filed  in  the  local  office  his 
affidavit  (not  corroborated)  wherein  he  averred  upon  information  and 
belief  *<  that  said  land  was  cultivated  during  the  years  1874, 1875,  and 
1876,  and  that  it  was  claimed  during  said  period  by  settlers  thereon." 

A  hearing  against  which  the  company  protested  alleging  inter  alia 
that  it  was  based  upon  an  insufficient  showing,  was  had  (after  continu- 
ance) in  pursuance  of  your  said  office  letter  at  the  local  office  on  Janu- 
ary 8,  1887,  when  both  the  applicant  Stewart  and  the  company 
appeared. 

The  testimony  submitted  was  that  of  two  witnesses  for  the  applicant 
who  resided  in  the  neighborhood  and  who  had  been  familiar  with  the 
land  for  a  number  of  years. 

One  witness  stated  that  in  June  1874  the  homesteader.  Wood,  had 
asked  him  (witness)  to  help  him  repair  fences  on  the  land,  and  also  that 
he  (Wood)  had  continued  to  claim  the  land  up  to  the  time  last  men- 
tioned. The  other  witness,  who  lived  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the 
tract,  stated  that  he  knew  Wood  claimed  the  land  from  1871  to  1874 
"  by  talking  with  him."  This  witness  also  stated  that  "  there  was  a 
man  that  farmed  the  place  claiming  that  he  had  rented  the  place  of  Mr. 
Wood  in  1874.  In  1875  there  was  a  man  by  the  name  of  Charles  Zell 
who  rented  the  place  in  the  same  way."  Witness  however  supposed 
that  Wood  only  rented  "  what  was  under  fence."  He  (witness)  also 
stated  that  from  1871  to  1874,  Wood  lived  a  portion  of  the  time  in 
Olyropia  and  a  portion  of  the  time  in  the  country,"  and  also  that  Wood 
died  about  three  years  before  the  hearing. 

The  land  involved  was,  on  August  13,  1870 — the  date  of  said  with- 
drawal— embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Wood.  This  entry  was 
made  on  July  11, 1863,  and  consequently  the  statutory  period  of  seven 
years  during  which  Wood  should  have  made  proof  in  support  of  his 
claim  had  elapsed  prior  to  the  withdrawal  mentioned.  This,  however, 
so  far  as  it  might  affect  this  case  is  not  material. 

When  the  said  entry  was  made  the  land  became  thereby  segregated 
from  the  public  domain,  and  so  remained  until  such  entry  was  canceled 
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of  record.  It  therefore  follows  that  the  said  withdrawal  could  not  affect 
the  land  during  the  record  existence  of  the  entry  referred  to. 

The  tract  in  question  being  excepted  from  said  withdrawal,  it  only 
remains  for  roe  to  consider  the  status  of  the  land  on  May  14, 1871,  the 
date  of  definite  location.  If  at  that  time  the  land  was  free  from  a  pre- 
emption or  other  claim  or  right  it  passed  by  the  grant,  and  if  not  it  was 
excepted  therefrom. 

While  the  evidence  shows  that  Wood  was  "  claiming "  the  land  in 
question  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  yet  it  is  not 
shown  that  he  had  not  at  that  time  exhausted  his  rights  under  the  set- 
tlement laws  of  the  United  States.  When  occupation  alone  is  relied  on 
to  except  lands  from  the  grant,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  person  in 
possession  could  have  asserted  a  claim  to  the  laud  under  the  settle- 
ment laws. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  modified.  The  case  will  be 
remanded  for  further  proceedings,  and  the  applicant  will  be  required  to 
affirmatively  show,  at  a  hearing  before  the  local  office,  after  due  notice 
to  the  company,  that  said  Wood  was  qualified  to  claim  said  land  under 
the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States,  at  the  date  of  the  definite 
location  of  the  company's  road.  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  r. 
Potter  (11  L.  D.,  531).  Upon  the  receipt  of  the  evidence  taken  thereat, 
and  the  report  of  the  local  officers  thereon,  your  office  will  re-a<^adicate 
the  case. 


PRACTICE— APPEAL-ACT  OF  JUmE  16,  1880. 

Pabkeb  V.  Gbat. 

An  applicant  under  section  2,  act  of  Jane  15,  1880,  who  fails  to  appeal  in  time  from 
the  rejection  of  his  application,  is  concluded  thereby,  in  the  presence  of  an  in- 
tervening adverse  right. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  11, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Isadore  0.  Parker  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  of  June  18, 1889.  holding  for  cancellation  her  homestead 
entry  for  the  NW.  J  Sec.  34,  T.  8  8.,  E.  23  W.,  Kirwin,  Kansas  and 
allowing  the  application  of  Wm.  E.  Oray  to  purchase  said  tract  under 
the  act  of  June  15, 1880. 

Gray  made  entry  of  the  tract  December  23, 1879,  which  was  canceled 
for  abandonment  October  25, 1885.  November  16, 1885,  Francis  Metz 
filed  for  said  land,  and  on  May  15, 1888,  transmuted  said  filing  to  home- 
stead entry  which  was  canceled  June  30, 1886,  and  Isadore  Parker  on 
the  same  day  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract. 

On  Apnr2d,  1886,  while  the  filing  of  Metz  remained  intact,  Oray  ap- 
plied to  purchase  the  land,  and  said  application  was  rejected  for  the 
reason  that  the  original  entry  of  Gray  had  been  canceled  for  abandon- 
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ment  and  the  tract  was  then  covered  by  the  filing  of  Metz.  From  this 
decision  Gray  on  July  26, 1886 — more  than  three  months  after  his  ap- 
plication had  been  rejected — filed  an  appeal  to  your  ofiSce  from  the  re- 
fnsal  of  the  register  and  receiver.  Upon  this  appeal  your  office  reversed 
the  action  of  the  local  officers,  holding  that  they  erred  in  not  allowing 
the  application  to  be  placed  of  record  subject  to  the  filing  of  Metz. 
Your  office  therefore  directed  that  Gray  be  allowed  to  perfect  entry 
within  thirty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision,  from  which  action  Mrs. 
Parker  appealed. 

While  the  local  officers  erred  in  not  allowing  the  application  of  Gray 
to  be  placed  of  record,  yet  he  is  concluded  thereby,  not  having  appealed 
therefrom  within  the  time  required  by  the  rules,  and  not  until  after  the 
entry  of  Mrs.  Parker  had  been  allowed. 

Your  decision  is  reversed  and  the  homestead  entry  of  Mrs.  Parker 
will  remain  intact. 


RAILROAB   GRANT-SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS-HOMESTEAD  OCCUPANCY. 

Boss  V.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

The  failure  of  a  settler  to  place  his  claim  of  record  wiU  not  defeat  it  as  against  the 
United  StUfttes,  and  the  land  covered  thereby,  at  the  date  when  a  railroad  grant 
becomes  effective  is  excepted  therefrom. 

The  claim  of  a  qualified  settler,  who  has  for  a  long  period  maintained  a  residence  on 

,  nnsurveyed  land,  and  is,  at  the  date  of  withdrawal  on  designated  rente,  in  the 

actual  occupation  and  possession  of  snch  land,  though  not  then  residing  thereon, 

is  sufficient  to  except  it  from  the  operation  of  a  grant  that  protects  the  occupancy 

of  a  homestead  settler. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  December 

11, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  E.  D.  Boss  v.  Central  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  the  decision  of  yoar  office  of 
December  23,  1886,  involving  the  8  i  NW  J,  SW  J  NB  J,  and  the 
NW  i  SB  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  15  N.,  B.  6  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Marysville  district, 
California. 

It  appears  from  said  office  decision  that  '^  said  land  is  within  the  lim- 
its of  the  grant  of  Jnly  1, 1862  (12  Stats.,  489)  as  enlarged  by  the  act 
of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stats.,  356),  to  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
and  of  the  withdrawal  ordered  for  the  benefit  of  said  grant,  August  2, 
1862.  The  map  of  definite  location  of  the  line  of  said  company's  road, 
opposite  the  land  in  question,  was  filed  March  26, 1864." 

The  said  «  S.  i  of  the  NW.  J "  of  said  Sec.  33,  was  listed  by  the 
company  October  23,  1883,  but  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of 
definite  location  (March  26,  1864)  it  was  part  of  a  tract  upon  which  one 
Eichard  Hamilton  had  settled  in  1862,  having  previously  bought  the 
improvements  and  possessory  interest  of  a  prior  settler,  and  which  said 
Hamilton  had  cultivated  and  improved  and  had  claimed  and  lived  upon 
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as  a  bome  from  the  time  of  his  said  settlement  in  1862  to  the  snmmer 
of  1866. 

The  township  plat  of  sarvey  was  not  filed  until  Febraary3, 1871,  and 
Hamilton  could  not  place  his  claim  upon  record  until  that  time,  and  it 
appears  that  he  has  never  done  so ;  but 

It  is  well  settled  by  departmeutal  rulings,  that  the  omipsion  to  pnt  a  claim  of  record, 
while  it  might  defeat  such  claim  as  against  a  subsequent  settler  who  duly  files,  will 
not  defeat  it  as  against  the  United  States,  and  the  land  covered  thereby  will  be  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  any  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  Sk  railroad,  subsequent 
to  the  inception  of  the  settlement  right.  (Northern  Pacific  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Evans,  7  L. 
D.,  131  and  cases  therein  cited.) 

Lands  ^^  to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  may  have  at- 
tached at  the  time  the  line  of  the  t'oad  is  definitely  fixed  "  are  excepted 
from  said  grants  to  the  Central  Pacific  Eailroad  Company.  (12  Stat., 
366 ;  13  Stat.,  489).  Your  oflKce  properly  held,  therefore,  that  said  land 
being  embraced  in  said  claim  at  the  time  the  company's  right  vested 
under  the  grant,  was  excepted  therefrom.  The  subsequent  listing  of 
the  land  by  the  company,  October  23, 1883,  did  not  affect  the  status  of 
the  land.    (Eoeschlaub  v.  Railroad  Company,  6  L.  D.,  750). 

But  it  is  further  stated  in  said  decision,  that  said  S.  i  of  the  NW.  ^ 

is  also  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  of  July  25,  1866,  to  the  California  and  Oregon 
Railroad  Company  (now  a  hranch  of  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad),  as  shown  by  said 
company's  map  of  designated  roate  filed  September  13,  1867,  in  accordance  with 
which  there  was  an  order  of  withdrawal  October  29,  1867,  received  at  the  local 
office,  November  25, 1867.  ( 

Your  ofiBice  holds,  that  while  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant 
to  the  Central  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  by  the  settlement  or  pre-emp- 
tion claim  of  said  Richard  Hamilton,  yet,  that  said  Hamilton  had 
abandoned  said  claim  at  the  date  September  13, 18G7,  when  the  right  of 
the  California  and  Oregon  Eailroad  Company  Tested  under  its  grant, 
and  that  therefore  it  was  subject  to  the  latter  grant. 

Said  Hamilton,  as  stated  above,  bought  the  improvements  of  a  prior 
settler  on  the  tract  embracing  said  S.  ^  of  the  N  W.  ^  in  1862,  and  lived 
upon  and  claimed  said  tract  as  a  home  from  1862  to  the  summer  of  1866. 
His  improvements  were  valued  at  $300,  and  were  of  such  a  character  as 
to  indicate  a  settlement  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  home  on  said 
tract  to  the  exclusion  of  any  other.  In  the  summer  of  1866,  his  father 
(A.  Hamilton)  died,  and  Eichard  Hamilton  moved  to  his  father's  resi* 
deuce,  about  a  mile  distant  on  an  adjoining  tract  in  the  same  section, 
'Ho  take  care  of  the  family,"  but  he  still  claimed  the  said  tract  from 
which  he  had  moved,  kept  it  under  fence,  and  used  it  for  stock,  and 
such  was  the  status  of  the  said  S.  i  of  the  K  W.  ^  as  a  part  of  said  claim 
at  the  time  when  the  California  and  Oregon  Eailroad  Company's  rights 
vested  under  its  said  grant. 

The  said  act  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239)  excepts  from  the  grant 
lands  which  "shall  be  found  to  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved, 
occupied  by  homestead  settlers,  pre  euipted  or  otherwise  disposed  of." 
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Yoar  office  holds  that  <^  his  claim  had  terminated  "  at  the  date  the 
company's  right  vested  ander  its  grant,  namely,  September  13, 1867, 
because  of  his  removal  in  the  summer  of  1866  to  his  father's  residence 
on  an  adjoining  tract  in  the  same  section.  With  this  conclusion  I  can 
not  concur. 

The  record  shows  that  Bichard  Hamilton  had  actually  resided  on 
the  land  nearly  five  years,  occupying  it  as  a  home  to  the  exclusion  of  any 
other,  and  was  both  a  qualified  pre-emptor  and  homesteader,  having 
exhausted  neither  his  pre-emption  nor  homestead  right,  and  the  laud 
had  not  been  surveyed  so  as  to  be  open  to  entry  or  filing  of  record. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  Hamilton's  claim  excepted  the 
said  S  ^  of  the  IN'W.  i  from  the  grant  to  the  California  and  Oregon  Bail- 
road  Company  as  well  as  that  of  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

As  to  the  remainder  of  said  land  involved  in  this  case,  namely,  the 
8W.  i  of  the  NE.  i  and  the  N W.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  said  Sec.  33,  it  ap. 
pears,  that  it  also  was  embraced  within  the  limits  of  said  grants  to  both 
said  railroad  companies,  but  at  the  said  dates  when  their  rights  vested 
under  their  respective  grants,  was  covered  by  the  pre-emption  claim  of 
A.  Hamilton  and  was  therefore  excepted  from  the  operation  of  said 
grants.  This  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed  by  the  railroad  company. 
(Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter  et  aL,  11  L.  D.,  631.) 

All  said  lands  being,  according  to  the  views  above  expressed,  ex- 
cepted from  the  grants  to  both  said  railroad  companies,  it  follows,  that 
said  Richard  and  A.  Hamilton  having  respectively  abandoned  their 
claims  thereto,  they  became  public  land  subject  to  appropriation  by 
the  first  legal  applicant.  Talbert  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  2  L.  D., 
536 ;  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  v.  Burt,  3  L.  D.,  490 ;  Holmes  v.  North- 
ern Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  5  L.  D.,  333  j  Roeschlaub  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry. 
Co.,  6  L.  D.,  750. 

While  such  was  the  status  of  said  lands,  December  3, 1885,  E.  D. 
Boss,  the  appellant,  filed  an  application  to  make  homestead  entry 
thereon,  together  with  an  affidavit  that  ^'  at  the  date  the  grant  to  the 
railroad  company  took  effect,  valid  preemption  claims"  (those  of  said 
Richard  and  A.  Hamilton)  ^'had  attached  to  said  land."  A  hearing 
was  had,  on  which  the  facts  above  set  forth  as  to  the  claims  of  said 
Richard  and  A.  Hamilton  were  established  and  thereon  the  local  officers 
denied  the  application  of  Boss.  On  appeal,  your  office  held  that  said 
S.  i  of  the  NW.  J  was  subject  to  the  grant  to  the  California  and  Oregon 
Bailroad  Company  as  above  stated,  and  that  the  said.SW.  ^  of  the  NE. 
J  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  were  excepted  from  the  grants  to  both 
said  companies,  and  subject  to  disposal  as  public  land.  From  this  de- 
cision Boss  now  appeals  to  this  Department. 

The  application  of  said  Boss  being  in  all  respects  in  conformity  to 
law  and  the  land  embraced  therein  being  subject  to  entry,  said  appli- 
cation should  be  allowed  and  I  so  direct. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  so  modified. 
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PRACTICE— NOTICE  BY  REGISTERED  liETTER. 

John  P.  Drake. 

Notice  of  a  decisioii  by  mail,  whether  by  registered  or  nnregistered  letter,  will  not 
bind  the  party  to  be  served  if  sach  notice  fails  to  reach  him ;  but  the  failure  to 
thus  receive  notice  can  not  be  set  up  by  one  whose  own  laches  has  prevented  serv- 
ice in  the  manner  prescribed. 

This  rule  is  specially  applicable  as  against  a  Buccessfnl  contestant,  where  the  land  has 
been  entered  by  another  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days,  and  withoat 
notice  of  any  defect  in  the  service. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Decem- 
ber 11, 1890. 

This  is  an  application  filed  by  John  P.  Drake  for  an  order  directing 
yoar  office  to  certify  to  the  Department  the  record  in  the  matter  of  his 
application  to  enter  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  34,  T.  17  S.,  B.  31  W.,  Wa-Keeney, 
Kansas,  as  successfal  contestant  of  the  timber-coltore  entry  of  Virgil 
N.  Howe,  making  the  following  case. 

The  tract  for  which  he  applied  to  enter  was  embraced  in  the  timber- 
culture  entry  of  Virgil  N.  Howe,  which  was  canceled  August  25, 1887, 
upon  the  contest  of  the  applicant.  On  September  1, 1887,  the  local 
officers  at  Wa-Eeeney,  Kansas,  sent  notice  of  the  cancellation  of  said 
entry  to  Drake,  by  registered  letter,  addressed  Dighton,  Kansas,  which 
not  being  called  for,  was  returned  to  the  land  office  at  Wa-Keeney.  He 
alleges  that  his  post  office  address  at  the  time  of  the  initiation  of  the 
contest  was  and  has  been  ever  since  at  Fellsburg,  Edward  county,  Kan- 
sas, and  the  first  knowledge  he  had  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
was  by  letter  received  from  the  register,  dated  November  17, 1888,  in 
reply  to  a  letter  of  inquiry  made  by  applicant,  and  on  December  18, 
thereafter,  he  made  formal  application  to  enter  the  land,  which  was 
rejected  because  of  the  entry  of  Samuel  S.  Kelly  for  said  land,  which 
had  been  allowed  November  12, 1887.  Notice  of  his  rejected  applica- 
tion was  mailed  to  him  December  18,  by  unregistered  letter,  but  which 
he  received,  and  on  January  26, 1889,  his  attorney  mailed  to  the  local 
office  an  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  which 
was  dismissed  by  your  office  on  January  9, 1890.  From  this  action  he 
appealed  in  due  time,  but  your  office  declined  to  transmit  said  appeal, 
for  the  reason  that  the  appeal  from  the  local  officers  rejecting  the  appli- 
cation was  not  filed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules. 

With  said  application  is  filed  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  your  office  of 
January  9, 1890,  dismissing  the  appeal  of  Drake,  and  also  a  copy  of  the 
letter  of  your  office  of  August  6, 1890,  declining  to  transmit  his  appeal 
from  your  said  decision  of  January  9, 1890. 

By  reference  to  the  decision  of  your  office  dismissing  his  appeal,  it 
appears  that  in  his  affidavit  of  contest  he  gave  his  post  office  address  as 
"Dighton,  Lane  County,  Kansas,"  and  which  was  his  last  known  ad- 
dress at  the  local  laud  ollice. 
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In  his  application  he  states  that  his  address  at  the  date  of  the  initia- 
tion of  the  contest,  and  at  the  date  when  notice  was  mailed  to  DightOD, 
was  at  Fellsburg,  Edwards  county,  Kansas,  but  he  does  not  deny  that 
the  address  he  gave  the  local  officers  in  his  affidavit  of  contest  was 
Dighton,  Lane  county,  £Ansas,  and  that  no  other  address  was  given  to 
them  by  him. 

Service  by  mail,  whether  by  a  registered  or  unregistered  letter,  will 
not  bind  the  party  to  be  served,  if  it  be  shown  that  such  service  failed 
to  reach  him,  but  if  by  his  own  laches  he  has  put  it  out  of  the  power  of 
the  officials  charged  with  such  duty  to  serve  him  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  rules,  he  will  be  charged  with  such  notice  if  it  be  sent  in 
that  manner,  whether  he  received  it  or  not,  and  will  not  be  permitted  to 
plead  failure  of  notice  which  is  due  solely  to  his  own  laches.  Especially 
will  this  rule  be  enforced  where  the  land  has  been  entered  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  thirty  days  allowed  the  successful  contestant  to  enter 
without  notice  of  any  defect  of  service. 

The  application  is  denied. 


TIMBEB  CT7LTURB  CONTEST-PRACTICE-EVIDENCE. 

HeABTLSY  V.  BUBEBSON. 

A  charge  that  an  entryman  *'  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  law''  is  a  statement  of  the 
contestant's  opinion,  and  not  of  any  fact  to  be  proved,  and  where  objection  is  made 
thereto  before  trial,  an  amendment  of  snch  charge  should  be  required. 

A  citizen  may  contest  an  entry  regardless  of  his  own  right  to  enter  the  land. 

Motions  to  dismiss,  and  applications  to  take  depositions  on  interrogatories,  should  not 
be  filed  with  an  officer  designated  to  take  testimony,  but  when  so  filed,  and  for- 
warded with  the  testimony  to  the  local  office,  should  be  considered  on  the  day  of 
hearing. 

Where  a  new  hearing  is  ordered  the  failure  of  a  witness  at  the  former  hearing  to  sign 
his  testimony  may  be  cured  by  his  signing  the  same,  after  due  examination  thereof, 
and  making  oath  thereto. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  11, 1890. 

I  have  examined  the  record  and  proceedings  in  the  case  of  George  G. 
fieartley  v.  James  B.  Ruberson,  on  the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  your 
decision  of  April  10, 1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  timber  culture 
entry  for  the  B.  J  SE.  i  and  E.  J  NE.  J  Sec.  12,  T.  6  K.  38  W.,  Oberlin, 
Kansas  land  district. 

On  April  20, 1880,  Euberson  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  land 
and  on  November  26,  1886,  Heartley  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
the  same  alleging  that  '^  James  B.  Euberson  has  wholly  failed  to  comply 
with  law  as  to  timber  culture,  and  that  there  is  no  timber  growing  on 
said  land  at  the  present  time.'' 

Thereupon  the  entryman  was  served  personally  with  notice  of  said 
contest,  the  hearing  being  set  for  February  3, 1887,  and  L.  M.  Harwood 
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notary  public  of  Sherman  county,  Kansas,  was  appointed  to  take  testi- 
mony on  January  22, 1887,  at  his  office  in  Voltaire,  Kansas. 

On  the  day  fixed  for  taking  testimony,  the  parties  appeared  before 
the  notary  public,  and  the  attorney  for  contestee  filed  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  contest. 

The  notary  public  having  no  authority  to  pass  upon  the  motion,  sent 
it  with  the  papers  to  the  local  office.  The  contestant  introduced  his 
witnesses  and  at  the  close  of  his  testimony  the  contestee  by  his  attor- 
ney filed  an  affidavit  substantially  in  compliance  with  rules  23  and  24 
of  Knles  of  Practice,  and  accompanied  it  with  interrogatories,  a  copy 
of  which  was  served  on  the  adverse  party,  as  appears  by  indorsement 
on  the  papers,  setting  forth  that  three  witnesses  whose  names  and  resi- 
deuces  were  given  were  material  to  him,  etc.,  and  that  they  would  not 
attend  before  the  notary  to  give  their  testimony }  a  fourth  was  named 
who  live<l  more  than  fifty  miles  distant,  and  upon  this  showing  he 
asked  an  order  that  depositions  be  taken  in  the  case,  but  the  notary 
having  no  authority  to  make  an  order  in  the  case,  transmitted  the  ap- 
plication, with  the  testimony,  to  the  local  office.  The  contestee  was 
sworn  in  his  own  behalf,  aud  some  other  witnesses,  and  the  taking  of 
depositions  closed  on  January  25, 1887. 

On  February  3,  the  day  set  for  hearing,  nothing  was  done  in  the  case, 
nor  was  any  action  taken  until  June  22,  following,  when  the  local  offi- 
cers passed  upon  the  case  aud  recommended  the  entry  for  cancellation, 
from  which  the  entryman  appealed,  and  on  April  10,  1889,  your  office 
affirmed  said  decision  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation^  he  thereupon 
appealed  to  this  Department. 

Appellant,  by  his  attorneys,  assigns  the  following  errors  which  are 
material : 

First.  The  register  and  reeiver  erted  in  overruling  the  motion  asking 
that  the  case  be  dismissed,  etc. 

Second.  In  deciding  the  case  in  the  absence  of  defendant's  evidence, 
when  he  had  applied  to  have  depositions  taken,  etc. 

Third.  That  the  record  shows  that  the  notary  omitted  ten  pages  of 
the  testimony  from  the  files. 

Fourth:  That  one  McClusky  did  not  sign  his  testimony  after  it  was 
written  out. 

Other  assignments  are  made  which  in  my  view  of  the  case  are  not 
material. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  is  based  upon  two  grounds :  First  that  the 
affidavit  does  not  allege  in  what  particular  defendant  had  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  timber  culture  law^  and  Second:  That  contestant  was 
plaintiff  in  another  contest  pending  before  the  United  States  land  of- 
fice. 

In  referring  to  this  motion,  your  office  letter  says  it  is  **^ frivolous  and 
not  entitled  to  consideration,"  yet  the  first  ground  of  the  motion  was 
well  taken. 
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The  charge  that  an  entryman  '*  has  failed  to  comply  with  law/'  is 
simply  a  statement  of  the  contestant's  opinion,  and  does  not  state  any 
fact  to  be  proven,  and  where  objection  is  made  before  trial  the  contest 
affidavit  should  be  amended. 

The  second  gronnd  of  the  motion  was  not  well  taken  because  a  citizen 
may  contest  an  entry  regardless  of  his  own  right  to  make  entry  for  the 
land. 

The  local  officers  should  have  sustained  the  motion,  unless  an  amend- 
ment had  been  made  to  the  affidavit,  but  nothing  appe«irs  of  record  to 
show  that  it  was  ever  considered  by  the  local  officers,  although  trans- 
mitted to  them  by  the  notary  with  the  testimony. 

Each  of  these  papers,  the  motion  and  application  was  improperly 
filed  with  the  notary  who  bad  no  jurisdiction  over  the  case,  but  only  a 
clerical  duty^o  perform ;  but  when  forwarded  to  the  local  office  they 
should  have  been  considered  on  the  day  of  hearing,  and  while  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  motion  was  ever  "called  up''  for  hearing,  the 
attorney  states  that  the  application  to  take  depositions  was  "called  up" 
and  that  "on  two  diflTerent  occasions  he  was  informed  that  the  order 
would  be  issued  as  soon  as  the  office  could  find  time  to  do  it,  and  he 
supposed  the  order  had  been  issued  and  the  depositions  taken  and  on 
file  in  the  case." 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show  that  the  application  was 
ever  considerd  by  the  local  officers;  certain  it  is,  they  issued  no  order 
to  take  the  depositions  as  they  should  have  done,  and  it  is  quite  appar- 
ent that  they  misled  the  entryman  and  his.  attorney  in  regard  to  the 
matter. 

I  have  examined  the  testimony  on  file  and  am  satisfied  by  inspection 
of  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  from  whose  testimony  the  ten  pages 
appear  to  have  been  omitted,  that  the  mistake  is  a  mere  clerical  error 
in  numbering  the  pages,  and  that  none  were  omitted. 

In  the  matter  of  McGIusky's  testimony,  which  he  neglected  to  sign, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  statute  provides  that  the  deposition  shall 
be  subscribed  by  the  deponent. 

I  have  not  considered  the  case  upon  the  testimony  transmitted  with 
the  papers.  I  feel  that  justice  and  good  practice  require  that  the  find- 
ing and  judgment  of  your  office  should  be  set  aside,  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  reversed  and  the  case  returned  for  a  full  and  fair  hearing. 

The  case  will  therefore  be  returned  to  the  local  office,  and  notice  will 
be  given  the  parties  of  the  action  of  the  Department.  A  day  will  be 
set  for  hearing,  and  upon  the  contestant  amending  his  affidavit  as 
herein  indicated,  setting  forth  the  facts  as  of  the  date  of  his  original 
charge,  the  coutestee  will  be  permitted  to  take  depositions  under  the 
rules  of  practice,  and  the  case  will  be  re- adjudicated  in  accordance  wiih 
law  and  departmental  regulations.  The  testimony  being  regularly 
taVen  except  the  McClusky  unsigned  testimony,  will  be  considered  as 
2497— VOL  11 37 
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on  file,  and  the  testimony  of  MoOlasky  may  be  cared,  if  apon  reading 
it  or  having  it  read  to  him  he  is  willing  to  say  apon  his  oath  that  it  is 
his  testimony  and  he  shall  then  sign  it. 


NATUBALIZATION— FINAL  PROOF— EQXJITABLB  ADJUDICATIOlf . 

John  B.  Burns. 

Naturalization  of  the  father  during  the  minority  of  the  son  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
the  latter  and  makes  him  a  citizen. 

In  the  absence  of  protest,  final  proof  taken  at  the  time  and  place  designated,  but  not 
before  the  officer  named  in  the  notice,  may  be  referred  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oofnmissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  11, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  John  B.  Burns  from  your  office  de- 
cision dated  July  26th,  1888,  rejecting  his  pre-emption  proof  for  the  SE. 
J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  114  N.,  E.  65  W.,  Huron,  Dakota. 

The  record  shows  that  about  May  20, 1883,  he  settled  upon  said  tract 
and  built  a  frame  house  thereon  eight  by  ten  feet,  with  board  roof,  floor, 
door  and  window,  and  broke  about  six  acres,  backset  a  part  of  it,  and 
raised  three  acres  of  corn,  one  acre  of  potatoes  and  made  hay  on  about 
nine  acres. 

About  July  15, 1883,  while  he  was  absent  from  his  claim  for  a  few 
days  his  house  and  all  his  furniture  were  stolen  and  taken  away. 

He  then  built  a  sod  house  eight  by  nine  feet  inside,  in  which  he  con- 
tinuously lived  until  February  16, 1884,  the  date  of  entry.  He  was 
born  in  Ireland  but  came  to  the  United  States  with  his  father,  when 
quite  young. 

His  father,  James  Bums,  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  by 
naturalization  at  a  time  when  claimant  was  a  minor  living  in  the  United 
States. 

Applicant  published  notice  that  on  February  5th,  1884,  he  would 
make  final  proof  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  at  Old  Ashton, 
D.  T.,  and  that  to  prove  his  continuous  residence  upon  and  cultivation  of 
said  land  he  would,  the  same  day  before  D.  N.  Hunt,  a  notary  public  in 
and  for  Spink  county,  D.  T.,  at  Bedfield,  examine  James  Gage,  Oeorge 
Beaty,  Duncan  McMillan  of  Eedfield.  and  Edward  Hyde  of  Altoona, 
D.  T. 

February  5th,  D.  N.  Hunt  was  absent  from  the  county  and  the  testi- 
mony was  taken  at  the  time  and  place  published,  but  before  Z.  W. 
Craig,  notary  public. 

The  proof  was  accepted  by  the  local  office  as  sufficient. 

Your  office  decision  of  July  26, 1888,  rejected  said  proof  and  allowed 
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eDtryman  niDety  days  within  which  to  farnish  new  proof.  From  this 
order  he  appeals  to  this  department  and  assigns  errors. 

Ist,  In  rejecting  the  proof  becanse  of  meagre  improvements,  shoit 
periods  of  residence  and  small  area  broken  and  cultivated. 

2d,  Decision  is  against  the  law  and  evidence. 

From  an  examination  of  the  qnestions  involved  I  think  that  claim- 
ant's proof  of  the  citizenship  of  his  father,  by  naturalization,  during 
claimant's  minority,  is  sufficient  proof  of  his  naturalization,  and  that 
he  was  a  qualified  person  to  make  entry  under  the  law.  See  James  H. 
Robertson  et  al  (9  L.  D.,  297) ;  Bartl  v.  West  (8  L.  D.,  289). 

It  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  his  means  are  limited  yet  he  built 
a  house  of  lumber  on  this  tract,  and  when  it  was  removed  by  a  tres- 
passer during  his  temporary  absence,  he  at  once  erected  a  sod  house. 
It  is  true  that  the  improvements  upon  the  land  are  not  extensive.  It 
is  also  true  that  the  claimant  is  a  man  of  limited  means.  He  persis- 
tently combatted  with  adverse  circumstances,  which,  with  his  continu- 
ous residence  for  nearly  eight  months,  before  offering  proof,  is,  it  seems 
to  me,  evidence  of  good  faith. 

The  final  proof  was  taken  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  no- 
tice of  the  offering  of  final  proof  but  not  before  the  officer  named  in  the 
notice.  Upon  the  day  set  for  taking  the  same,  no  one  appeared  to  ob- 
ject to  his  evidence,  and  in  my  judgment,  it  should  stand.  The  proof 
not  having  been  taken  before  the  officer  named  in  the  notice,  the  case 
will  be  referred  to  the  Board  of  Equitable  Adjudication.  Eden  Mer- 
ryman  (8  L.  D.,  406). 

I  therefore,  direct  its  reference  to  that  tribunal  for  its  action. 

Tour  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 


PBOCEEDINOS  ON  THE  REPORT  OF  SPECIAIi  AGENT. 

United  States  v.  Sawbbidge. 

In  proceedings  against  an  entry  by  the  goTemment  where  the  proof  leaves  it  doubt- 
ful whether  the  claimant  in  good  faith  complied  with  the  law,  his  refusal  to  tes- 
tify Justifies  an  adverse  conclusion. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  11, 1890. 

John  Sawbridge  made  pre-emption  cash  entry  of  the  SW.  |  of  the 
NW.  i  of  Sec.  9,  the  8.  i  of  the  NB.  i  and  the  SB.  J  of  the  NW.  i  of 
See.  8,  T.  61  N.,  E.  61  W.,  Duluth,  Minnesota,  Jfovember  6,  1886.  His 
entry  was  held  for  cancellation  upon  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  April 
8, 1886,  and  a  hearing  was  had  thereon. 

At  said  hearing  Special  Agent  Naff  was  the  only  witness  examined 
for  the  government.    He  testified  that  he  examined  the  land  in  August, 
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18S7,  and  foond  an  anoccupied  log  house,  which  bore  evidence  of  hav- 
ing once  been  occupied.  There  were  aboat  four  and  a  half  acres  of 
land  broken  that  had  been  caltivated,  two  of  which  appeared  to 
have  been  cultivated  in  18dG.  About  thirty  acres  of  timber  had  been 
cut  and  removed  from  the  land,  and  the  land  was  rough,  rocky  and 
contained  a  number  of  holes  as  if  it  had  been  prospected  for  ore.  There 
was  no  well  or  fence  on  the  premises. 

The  only  witness  offered  by  claimant  was  Patrick  Roche,  who  testi- 
fied that  he  assisted  in  clearing  the  land ;  that  they  cut  the  trees  from 
twelve  or  fifteen  acres,  and  burnt  the  brush  off  six  or  seven  acres,  which 
they  sowed  to  timothy ;  that  he  helped  to  clear  the  two  acres  near  the 
house,  and  planted  it  in  potatoes.  As  to  residence,  he  testifies  that  he 
first  saw  Sawbridge  on  the  land  in  February,  1885,  and  last  saw  him 
there  in  October,  1885,  and  saw  Sawbridge  and  his  family  living  on  the 
land  during  the  months  of  June,  July,  October  and  November.  Dur- 
iug  this  time  Sawbridge  was  carrying  on  business  in  Tower,  a  few  milts 
from  the  claim. 

The  claimant  also  offered  in  evidence  the  special  agent's  report,  and  he 
was  then  called  upon  by  the  government  to  testify,  but  declined  to  testify, 
either  for  the  government  or  in  his  own  behalf.  The  counsel  for  the  gov- 
ernment in  offering  him  as  a  witness  stated  that  he  expected  to  prove  by 
him  that  he  did  not  establish  an  actual  residence  on  the  premises  on  Jan- 
uary 10,  1885,  or  at  any  time  prior  to  making  final  proof,  and  that  be- 
fore making  final  proof  he  had  not  used  the  land  for  a  home,  or  for  cul- 
tivation, and  at  the  time  of  his  entry  he  was  a  resident  of  and  engaged 
in  the  hardware  business  in  the  village  of  Tower,  and  has  been  ever 
since  a  resident  of  that  place. 

The  local  officers  found  from  the  testimony  that  he  had  not  complied 
with  the  law,  and  your  office  affirmed  that  decision,  from  which  the 
claimant  appealed,  alleging  the  following  grounds  of  error : 

First.  The  honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  concarring  with  the  honorable  register 
and  receiver  in  their  conclusions. 
Second.  The  honorable  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

This  appeal  might  be  dismissed,  for  the  reason  that  no  specific  error 
is  alleged,  but  from  the  record  before  me  I  find  no  error  in  the  decision. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  claimant  occupied  the  premises  from  the 
time  covered  by  his  entry,  but  it  was  at  least  questionable  from  the 
testimony  submitted,  whether  that  occupancy  was  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  the  tract  for  a  home,  and  when  he  declined  to  be  sworn  to  testify 
upon  the  question  as  to  whether  he  actually  made  a  home  upon  the 
tract,  after  it  had  been  charged  that  his  home  was  elsewhere,  instead 
of  removing  the  doubt,  he  solved  it  against  himself.  It  is  true,  that  if 
the  testimony  showed  conclusively  that  he  had  complied  with  the  law, 
the  fact  that  he  declined  to  testify  would  not  affect  the  case.  But  there 
was  a  grave  doubt  as  to  the  bona  ^des  Qf  his  residence^  and  no  one 
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better  tbnn  himsolf  could  have  settled  this  question.  His  refusal  to  do 
so  justified  the  holding  of  the  local  office  aud  of  your  office,  that  the 
entry  was  made  for  specalative  and  fraudulent  purposes,  and  it  is  hereby 
affirmed. 


PROCEEDINGS  ON  FINAL  PROOF— MORTGAGEE. 

William  Spriggs. 

A  mortji^agee  may  care  a  defect  in  tinal  proof,  caased  by  the  snbatitntion  of  a  wit- 
ness, by  dne  advertisement  of  the  names  of  tbe  witnesses  who  testified,  and  such 
proof  may  then  be  accepted  in  the  absence  of  protest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Gommissianer  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  10,  1890. 

On  December  8, 1884,  William  Spriggs  filed  his  declaratory  statement 
for  the  B.  J  of  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  32,  T.  114  N.,  R.  80  W.,  Huron,  Dakota, 
alleging  settlement  thereon  the  4th  of  that  month.  He  made  final  proof 
thereon  June  4, 1885,  payment  was  accepted  and  final  certificate  duly 
issued. 

On  May  31, 1838,  you  required  claimant  to  make  new  advertisement 
and  new  proof,  because  the  improvements  <<  are  insufficient  to  show  the 
good  faith  of  the  preemptor;"  also  because  one  of  the  witnesses  who 
testified  in  the  final  proof  was  not  mentioned  in  the  published  notice. 
iN'otice  of  this  requirement  was  sent  to  claimaint  by  registered  letter  at 
Okobojo,  Dakota  Territory,  and  was  returned  unclaimed.  The  same 
was  again  sent  to  him  at  Pierre,  D.  T.,  and  again  returned  unclaimed. 
Diligent  inquiry  failed  to  disclose  his  whereabouts,  aud  on  June  29, 
1889,  the  Western  Loan  and  Trust  Company  appealed  from  your  said 
office  decision.  It  appears  that  said  company  took  a  mortgage  on  the 
land  tor  a  loan  of  money  after  the  issuance  of  the  final  certificate. 

This  appeal  presents  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  claimant*s  im- 
provements, as  shown  by  the  final  proof. 

There  were  no  improvements  on  the  land  at  date  of  filing.  Claimant 
built  a  house,  ten  by  twelve  feet,  broke  three  acres  of  land,  and  culti- 
vated the  same  to  corn  and  potatoes.  The  improvements  are  valued  at 
$75.  His  residence  was  continuous,  at  least  from  December  4,  1884, 
until  June  4, 1885,  aud  his  house  was  necessarily  a  comfortable  one  for  his 
existence  in  the  same  during  the  winter  months  in  Dakota.  In  tbe  ab- 
sence of  any  showing  as  to  claimant's  ability  to  place  greater  improve- 
ments on  the  land  than  those  herein  described,  I  do  not  feel  justified  in 
holding  his  cash  entry  for  cancellation. 

Two  witnesses  testified  in  the  final  proof— one  of  them  was  not  adver- 
tised. 

Under  Rule  4,  of  the  rules  to  be  observed  in  passing  on  final  proofs 
(9  L.  D.J  123],  the  company  will  be  required  to  make  new  advertisement 
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of  the  Dames  of  the  witnesses  who  do  testify,  and,  if  no  protest  or  ol> 
jection  is  then  filed,  the  proof  theretofore  submitted  maj  be  accepted. 
Allow  sixty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision  for  compliance  with  this 
order. 
Yoar  said  office  decision  is  modified. 


BAIIiROAD  GBANT— MAP  OF  DEFrNTITE  LOCATION. 

Morgan  v.  SorxHBRN  Paoifio  R.  R.  Co. 

The  grant  of  March  3,  1871,  not  only  contemplates  a  preliminary  desigoatioii  of  the 
general  rente,  but  also  a  map  of  definite  location^  and  by  snch  map  the  primary 
limits  of  the  grant  are  determined. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Decem- 
ber 12,  1890. 

I  have  coDsidercd  the  appeal  of  William  G.  Morgan  from  the  decis- 
ion of  yonr  office  of  January  2, 1889,  rejecting  his  application  to  make 
homestead  entry  of  the  E  J  of  the  NW  i  and  97  J  of  the  NE  i  of 
Sec.  9,  T.  6  S.,  R.  2  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

Morgan's  application  to  make  entry  of  this  land  bears  date  November 
20, 1888,  and  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  ^'  as  being  in  conflict 
with  the  grant  to  Southern  Pacitic  Railroad  Company  March  3, 1871 " 
(16  Stats.,  579). 

On  appeal,  yonr  office  affirmed  their  decision,  and  Morgan  now  ap- 
peals to  this  Department,  alleging  the  following  errors:  1.  In  refusing 
to  allow  said  entry;  2.  In  rejecting  said  application,  and  3.  In  holding 
that  said  land  was  reserved  by  reason  of  the  application  of  the  South- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  select  said  laud  as  a  part  of  its  pri- 
mary grant,  when  it  appears  that  the  land  is  outside  of  the  primary 
limits. 

The  map  of  designated  route  was  filed  in  your  office  April  3, 1871,  in 
accordance  with  which  lands  were  withdrawn  by  letter  of  April  21, 
1871,  which  was  received  at  the  local  office  on  the  10th  of  the  following 
May. 

On  the  24ih  of  July,  1876,  a  duly  certified  map  was  filed  in  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office  showing  the  definite  location  and  construction  of  that 
part  of  the  road  opposite  the  land  in  contest,  and  the  lands  were  again 
withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  said  grant.  According  to  the  first  map, 
this  land  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant;  but,  according  to 
the  second  map,  it  is  within  the  granted  limits.  Both  maps  show  it  to 
be  either  within  the  primary  or  the  indemnity  limits,  and  it  was  <<  selected 
by  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  May  25, 1883,  per  list  11." 

Morgan  was  advised  that  the  said  land  was  within  this  list  and 
claimed  by  the  railroad  company  at  the  time  he  made  his  application 
for  a  homestead  entry  of  the  same  tract.    His  application  was  r^eoted 
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ou  the  ground  of  the  railroad  company's  claim.  But  he  contends, 
t.hroagh  counsel,  that  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  July  24, 1876, 
is  of  no  validity,  and  that  the  land  he  claims  is  not  within  the  primary 
limits  of  the  grant. 

The  supreme  court,  in  the  case  of  Buttz  v.  !N'orthem  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company  (119  IT.  S.,  55-71),  says,  in  effect,  that  the  granting  act  not 
only  contemplates  a  preliminary  designation  of  the  general  route  of  the 
road,  and  the  exclusion  from  sale,  entry  or  pre-emption  of  the  adjoining 
odd  sections  within  forty  miles  on  each  side  until  the  definite  location 
is  made,  but  it  contemplates  the  filing  by  the  company  in  the  office  of 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  of  a  map  showing  the 
definite  location  of  the  line  of  its  road,  and  limits  the  grant  to  such 
alternate  odd  sections  as  have  not  at  that  time  been  reserved,  sold, 
granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  are  free  from  pre-emption, 
grant  or  other  claims  or  rights. 

The  grants  to  the  Northern  Pacific  and  Southern  Pacific  are  almost 
identical.  Under  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  above, 
the  map  of  July  24, 1876,  showing  the  definite  location  of  the  line  on 
which  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  opposite  the  laud  in  contest  was 
constructed,  is  fully  authorized,  and  according  to  this  map  the  land  is 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  said  company. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  affirmed. 


MOTION  FOR  REVIEW. 

Hbnbt  W.  Lord. 

Motion  for  review  of  the  departmental  decision  rendered  July  7,  1890, 
11  L.  D.,  18,  in  the  case  above  entitled  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  De- 
cember 12, 1890. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— HOMESTEAB  CLAIMS. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Sales. 

Land  nuder  caltivalion  by  a  qualified  homesteader  at  date  of  definite  location  is  ex- 
cepted from  the  grant  to  this  company  even  though  the  claimant  did  not  at  snch 
time  reside  on  the  land. 

Secretary  NohU  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offioej  December 

12, 1890. 

This  appeal  involves  the  right  to  the  NE.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  the  SB.  J  of 
the  NW.  J,  the  SW.  J  of  the  NB.  J  and  the  N  W.  J  of  the  SB.  J,  Sec.  23, 
T.  2  S.,  B.  4  E.,  Bozeman,  Montana,  lying  within  the  primary  limits  of 
the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

At  the  date  of  withdrawal,  February  21,  1872,  the  tract  was  covered 
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by  tlie  homestead  entry  of  James  Hildebrand,  which  was  canceled 
December  11, 1879.  i^ 

The  line  of  the  road  opposite  the  tract  ih  question  was  definitely  lo- 
cated July  6, 1882. 

On  January  12, 1886,  Charles  A.  Sales  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  said  tract,  alleging  that  it  had  been  continuoasly  occupied  aDd 
claimed  by  a  qualified  settler  from  1871  to  the  date  of  his  application, 
which  was  rejected  by  the  local  office,  for  the  reason  that  the  tract  was 
within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  road,  and  had  been  listed  by  the 
road  Jane  27,  1885,  as  part  of  its  grant.  From  this  action  Sales  ap- 
pealed, and  your  office,  holding  that  the  entry  of  Hildebrand  having 
excepted  the  tract  from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal,  ordered  a 
hearing  to  ascertain  the  status  of  the  tract  July  6, 1882,  the  date  of 
definite  location.  ni)on  the  testimony  taken  on  this  hearing  the  local 
officers  found  in  favor  of  the  applicant,  which  was  affirmed  by  your 
office,  and  from  said  decision  the  railroad  company  appealed,  alleging 
the  following  grounds  of  error: — 

1.  Error  to  find  that  John  Nye  bad  such  a  claim  to  the  land  at  date  of  definite  lo- 
cation of  the  road  as  excepted  it  from  the  grant. 

2.  Error  in  awarding  the  land  to  Sales  and  in  not  awarding  it  to  the  company. 

The  testimony  shows  that  at  the  date  of  definite  location  the  tract 
was  being  cultivated  by  John  Nye,  who  was  qualified  to  make  home- 
stead entry,  and,  although  he  did  not  reside  on  the  land,  he  had  then 
such  a  claim  to  it  as  would  except  it  from  the  operation  of  the  grant 
Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter  et  al.^  11  L.  D.,  531. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


11AIL.BOAD  GRANT -OCCUPANCY  CLAIM. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  t?.  Beck. 

Occupancy  of  a  tracf.  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  prior  to,  and  at  date  of  definite 
location,  by  a  person  qualified  to  enter  it  nnder  the  settlement  laws  excepts  the 
tract  from  tho  operation  of  the  grant,  but  snch  qualification  must  affirmatively 
appear,  as  well  as  occupancy  at  the  date  when  the  grant  attached. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

12,  1890. 

This  appeal  involves  the  right  to  the  NB.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  15, 
T.  1  S.,  R.  5  E.,  Bozeman,  Montana,  which  lies  within  the  primary  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  as  shown  bj 
map  of  general  route  filed  February  21,  1872,  and  as  definitely  located 
July  6,  1882. 

Herman  Kohle  filed  declaratory  statement  for  said  tract  August  10, 
1871,  alleging  settlement  August  7,  and  was  in  possession  of  said  tract 
at  the  date  of  filing  of  map  of  general  route,  which  excepted  said  land 
from  the  operation  of  the  withdrawal. 
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• 

Johu  B  Beck  made  timber  culture  entry  of  said  tract  March  15, 1883, 
and  filed  with  his  application^  the  affidavit  of  John  Volkers,  alleging 
that  the  land  was  settled  upon  and  claimed  by  Kohle  prior  to  and  at 
date  of  filing  of  map  of  general  route,  and  that  Beck  had  been  in  pos- 
session of  said  land  since  1875,  and  was  then  in  possession  of  it. 

Your  office,  on  July  23, 1889,  held  that  the  timber  culture  entry  of 
Beck  should  remain  intact,  subject  to  appeal  by  the  railroad  company. 
From  this  decision  the  company  appealed,  alleging  the  following 
grounds  of  error ; 

I.  Error  to  rale  that  Beck's  timber  culture  entry  should  remain  Intact  because  he 
had  been  in  possession  of  the  land  since  1875. 

II.  Error  to  have  found  that  Beck  was  so  in  possession  in  the  ex-part«  statement  of 
Volker. 

III.  Error  not  to  have  ruled  that  mere  occupancy  of  the  land  does  not,  of  itself, 
except  the  tract  from  the  grant.  Starkey  v,  Bnrnham,  21  Pac.  Kept.,  624 ;  Buxton  v. 
Traver,  130  U.  S.,  412. 

IV.  If  mere  occupancy  does  so  except,  then  it  was  error  to  decide  the  case  on  ox- 
parte  evidence  and  not  to  have  accorded  the  company  a  hearing  in  the  case. 

Although  the  tract  was  excepted  from  the  withdrawal,  it  was  error 
to  have  allowed  the  entry  of  Beck  after  the  definite  location  of  the  road 
upon  a  mere  affidavit  that  it  was  occupied  by  him,  but  a  hearing  should 
hav-e  been  ordered  to  determine  the  truth  of  the  allegations,  and  the 
company  should  have  been  cited  tcT appear  to  show  cause  why  the  entry 
should  not  be  allowed,  especially  since  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
record  before  me  whether  Beck  was  qualified  to  enter  the  tract  under 
the  settlement  laws. 

Occupancy  of  a  tract  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  prior  to  and  at 
date  of  definite  location  by  a  person  qualified  to  enter  it  under  the  set- 
tlement laws  excepts  the  tract  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  but  such 
qualifications  must  affirmatively  appear,  as  well  as  occupancy  at  date 
when  the  right  under  the  grant  attached. 

You  will  therefore  order  a  hearing,  of  which  all  parties  will  be  noti- 
fied. 


PRE-EMPTIOX  PROOF-CUX.TIVATION. 

Fred  Nickbrson. 

Proof  of  breaking,  and  the  use  of  the  land  for  grazing  purposes,  is  satisfactory  proof 
of  cultivation  where  it  is  shown  that  the  land  is  suitable  only  for  pasturage. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  December  12, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Fred  I^ickerson  from  your  office  de- 
cision of  June  26,  1889,  holding  for  cancellation  his  pre-emption  cash 
entry  for  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  24,  T.  3  S.,  11.  29  W.,  Oberliu,  Kansas. 

He  filed  his  declaratory  statement  March  1, 1884,  alleging  settlement 
February  1,  of  that  year.    He  made  his  final  proof  before  the  register 
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and  receiver  November  21, 1884,  and  on  the  same  day  paid  for  the  land 
and  obtained  the  final  certificate.    . 

On  May  26, 1887,  yonr  office  directecT^hat  claimant  be  notified  to 
famish  an  affidavit,  dnly  corroborated,  showing  ^^  whether  he  oontinned 
to  reside  opon  the  tract  after  making  final  proof  and  payment,  and  the 
extent  of  the  improvements  and  cnltivation  made  after  that  date." 

In  your  said  office  decision,  holding  said  entry  for  cancellation,  I  find 
the  following  statement : 

"  Febmary  20, 1889,  you  transmit  evidence  of  service  of  notice,  and 
report  no  action." 

On  examination  of  the  letter,  from  which  the  above  qnotation  is 
made,  I  find  yon  are  in  error.  The  register  in  his  letter  of  February 
20, 1889,  advised  year  office  that  a  registered  letter,  containing  notice 
of  yonr  requirement  of  May  26, 1887  (above  set  out),  was  sent  to  claim- 
ant at  the  post-office  nearest  the  land,  '^  but  the  letter  was  returned  un- 
claimed." In  addition  to  this,  claimant  testifies  that  he  never  received 
such  notice. 

Accompanying  the  appeal  is  an  affidavit  of  claimant,  duly  corrobo- 
rated, stating  that  the  land  in  question  is  fit  only  for  grazing,  and  that 
he  had  used  it  solely  for  that  purpose.  In  the  final  proof  claimant 
swears  that  he  used  the  land  '^  principally  for  grazing  about  one  thou- 
sand head  of  sheep." 

The  improvements  are  shown  to  consist  of  a  house,  twelve  by  four- 
teen feet,  stable,  a  well  of  good  water,  and  five  acres  broken.  The  im- 
provements are  variously  estimated  at  $25,  $30,  $50,  and  $75. 

Since  the  land  is  shown  to  be  suitable  only  for  grazing  purposes,  and 
was  so  used  by  claimant  in  raising  sheep  which  is  an  agricultural  pur- 
suit, further  evidence  of  cultivation  is  not  required.  Mary  A.  Taylor, 
7  L.  D.,  200.  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  his  improvements  are 
sufficient,  as  shown  by  the  proof  and  supplemental  affidavits. 

But  there  is  filed  in  this  case  an  affidavit,  dnly  corroborated,  by  Daniel 
H.  Smith,  sworn  to  before  the  register,  on  November  2, 1889,  stating 
that  affiant  knew  the  present  condition  of  the  land,  and  that  claimant 
<<  made  fraudulent  proof  upon  the  land  in  this,  that  he  never  resided 
upon  said  land  the  six  months  prior  to  making  proof  thereon,  nor  at 
any  other  time ;  that  he  did  not  have  to  exceed  three  and  three-quarters 
acres  broken  and  cultivated  upon  said  tract  at  the  time  of  making 
said  proof,  viz:  November  21, 1884,  nor  did  he  have  a  habitable  house 

thereon  at  any  time and  he  has  made  no  improvements 

thereon  since  date  of  proof."    He  asks  for  a  hearing  to  enable  him  to 
prove  the  above  charge. 

The  question  of  the  entryman's  residence  is  raised  for  the  first  time 
by  this  affidavit,  and  since  the  case  instituted  by  the  government  against 
the  entry  has  failed,  and  the  allegations  in  the  affidavit  attacks  directly 
the  good  fiaith  of  the  entry  man  in  a  matter  not  hitherto  raised  by  the 
government,  I  direct  that  a  hearing  be  ordered  on  the  matters  alleged 
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in  said  affidavit,  and  that  all  parties  be  dnly  notified  of  the  time  and 
place  of  such  hearing.    United  States  v.  Scott  Rhea,  8  L.  D.,  578. 
YouT  said  office  decision  is  modified. 


HOMESTBAB— ACT  OF  JUNB  15.  1880— PEBSONAJL  AFFIDATIT. 

Maofabland  V.  Elliott. 

A  cash  entry  nnder  seotion  2,  act  of  Jane  15,  1880,  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
entryman's  attorney,  will  not  be  diaturbed,  where  after  transfer  of  the  land,  the 
entryman  refnaes  to  make  the  affidavit  required  by  the  re^alations. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Zand  Office^  December  12, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  J.  D.  Macfarland,  transferee,  from 
your  decision  requiring  Ezra  Elliott  to  make  a  personal  affidavit  in 
support  of  his  cash  entry  for  NW.  J  of  Sec.  5,  T.  4  S.,  B.  24  W.,  Kir- 
win,  Kansas. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows : — 

Elliott  made  homestead  entry  f6v  said  tract  June  2, 1879. 

On  May  15, 1884,  he  executed  a  power  of  attorney  appointing  J.  L. 
Miller  his  attorney  in  fact,  and  in  his  name  and  to  his  use,  to  deed  and 
convey  the  land  above  described,  and  giving  him  full  power  to  do  any 
thing  necessary  to  be  done  in  order  to  obtain  a  title  to  said  land  under 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  21  Stat.,  237. 

On  June  4,  1884,  Miller  made  affidavit  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
was  well  acquainted  with  the  facts  concerning  the  homestead  entry  of 
Elliott,  that  he  was  qualified  to  make  the  same,  and  had  never  trans- 
ferred the  land,  and  that  he  made  application  for  the  same  under  the 
second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880.  The  cash  entry  was  allowed 
by  the  local  officers  on  the  affidavit  and  final  certificate  issued  June  5, 
1884. 

Said  entry  was  suspended  by  your  office  on  April  18, 1885,  and  Elliott 
was  called  upon  to  make  a  personal  affidavit  in  support  of  the  same. 
In  response  to  your  letter  of  February  7, 1889,  allowing  him  sixty  days 
in  which  to  furnish  said  affidavit,  he,  by  written  statement  before  the 
register  on  May  8, 1889,  refused  to  furnish  the  same. 

The  record  shows  that  Elliott  on  June  6, 1884,  by  deed  executed  by 
his  attorney  James  L.  Miller,  transferred  said  land  to  Wm.  E.  Grutcher ; 
and  Grutcher,  on  July  7, 1884,  transfen'ed  the  same  to  Frank  L.  Shel- 
don, who,  on  November  12, 1885,  transferred  it  to  J.  D.  Macfarland, 
who  makes  affidavit  that  he  paid  the  sum  of  $625,  for  the  land  and 
purchased  the  same  in  good  faith,  without  any  knowledge,  direct  or 
indirect,  of  any  fraud,  irregularity  or  omission  on  the  part  of  the  entry- 
man  or  his  agent,  and  without  any  knowledge  that  the  entry  had  been 
suspended  by  your  office. 
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In  various  letters  written  by  Elliot^^,  he  alleges  that  he  was  induced 
to  execute  the  power  of  attorney  to  Miller  by  false  represejitations  by 
one  Loomis,  who  assured  him  that  he  had  no  right  to  the  land  as  be 
had  abandoned  it  for  so  long  a  time,  and  that  he  would  ^ve  him  f  50 
for  the  power  of  attorney.  This  offer  appears  to  haVb  been  accepted 
by  Elliott  who  does  not  assert  that  the  statements  made  by  Miller  in 
support  of  the  cash  entry  were  false. 

In  the  case  of  George  T.  Jones  (9  L.  D.,  97),  it  was  held  that  '^a  cash 
entry  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
entryman's  attorney,  will  not  be  disturbed,  where,  after  transfer  of  the 
land,  the  entrymau  refuses  to  make  the  personal  affidavit  required  by  the 
regulations."  In  said  case  it  was  stated  that  '^  Such  cases  as  those  of 
Falconer  v.  Hunt  (6  L.  D.,  512);  Addison  W.  Hastie  (8  L.  D.,  618),  and 
Daniel  B.  Mcintosh  (8  L.  D.,  641),  show  it  to  be  an  already  established 
rule,  that  the  seller  of  a  final  certificate  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  an  irregularity  in  his  proof,  to  ignore  rights  which  he  him- 
self has  conferred,  and  dispose  again  of  property  already  once  assigned.'' 

The  case  at  bar  comes  under  these  rules.  Your  decision  is,  there- 
fore, reversed. 

BATLROAB  LANBS-ACT  OF  MARCH  3,  1887. 

Gentbal  Pacific  E.  R.  Co. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1887,  is  mandatory  in  character,  and  calls  for  judicial  proceed- 
ings for  the  recovery  of  title,  where  the  record  shows  that  land  has  been  pat- 
ented to  a  railroad  that  was  in  fact  excepted  from  the  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Gommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  December 

12, 1890. 

By  your  oflSce  letter,  dated  June  24  last,  were  transmitted  certain 
papers  relative  to  the  action  taken  by  your  oflBce  looking  to  the  insti- 
tution of  proceedings  under  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3, 
1887  (24  Stat.,  656),  to  set  aside  the  pntent  issued  to  the  Central  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Comi)any,  on  June  23,  1883,  for  K  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec. 
15,  T.  12  3Sr.,  R.  8  B.,  M.  D.  M.,  California. 

It  appears  that  the  Departmentj  on  September  17, 1888  (Lands  and 
Railroads,  vol.  83,  p.  132),  in  the  case  of  Jefferson  T.  Thatcher  v.  Ben- 
jamin Bernhard,  involving  the  SW.  ^  of  the  SW.  i  of  said  section,  found 
that  the  land  was  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  by  the 
act  of  Congress  approved  July  1, 1862  (12  Stat.,  489)  5  that  on  May  28, 
1883,  said  Benihard  offered  to  file  his  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  N.  J  of  the  SW.  i  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  said  sec- 
tion 15 ;  that  at  the  same  time  he  filed  affidavits,  alleging  that  said 
tracts  were  settled  upon  and  improved  "  at  the  date  of  the  grant  to  the 
railroad  company ;  ^  that  a  hearing  was  duly  had,  and  upon  the  evi- 
dence submitted  the  local  officers  decided  iu  favor  of  Bernhard,  from 
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\vliose  decision  tlie  company  did  not  appeal ;  that  the  company  selected 
said  N.  J  of  the  SW.  ^,  on  July  26,  1882,  upon  which  patent  issued  on 
<Jane  123, 1883;  that  your  office,  upon  consideration  of  Bernhard's  said 
application,  allowed  him  to  file  for  said  SW.  ^  of  the  SW.  ^  of  said  sec- 
tion, but  held  that  '^  the  record  being  clear  of  couflicting  claims,  at  the 
date  of  the  examination  of  the  railroad  selections,  this  office  could  know 
nothing  of  the  application  of  Eernhard  and  the  hearing  at  the  local  of- 
fice.    The  appellant  having  slept  upon  his  rights,  the  land  was  properly 
patented  to  the  railroad  company,''  and  that  ^'  the  attention  of  your 
office  is  called  to  the  allegation  in  the  record  that  the  N.  i  of  said  SW. 
\  of  Sec.  15,  was  settled  upon  and  improved  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
grant  to  the  railroad  company,  with  the  suggestion  that  an  investiga- 
tion be  made  with  a  view  to  recommending  suit  to  set  aside  the  patent 
to  the  coiupany  for  said  tract,  if  the  facts  justify  such  recommendation." 
Acting  upon  said  suggestion,  your  office,  on  May  6th  last,  issued  a 
rule  to  said  company  to  show  cause  why   said  proceedings  to  recover 
title  of  said  tract  should  not  be  duly  instituted. 

The  company,  on  June  4th  following,  through  its  resident  attorney, 
filed  its  answer,  in  which  it  alleged,  in  brief,  that  the  Department  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  institute  proceedings  under  said  act,  for  the  reason 
that  at  the  date  of  its  selection  and  at  the  date  of  t6e  issuance  of  said 
patent,  there  was  no  claim  of  record  for  said  land,  and  said  Bernhard, 
if  he  made  any  settlement  in  1865,  as  alleged,  '^  was  under  legal  obliga- 
tion to  present  his  claim  at  the  local  laud  office,  in  accordance  with 
law,  within  three  months  after  settlement." 

This  contention  can  not  be  maintained.  The  record  shows  that  said 
N.  I  of  said  SW.  J  was  settled  upon  and  occupied  by  a  bona  fide  settler, 
both  at  the  date  of  the  grant  and  also  continuously  to  the  date  of  the 
definite  location  of  its  road,  when  its  right  attached,  as  well  as  when 
said  '^  selection  "  was  made  and  patent  issued.  It  was  therefore  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  said  grant  and  was  improperly  patented 
to  the  company.  Emmerson  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  3  L.  D.,  271 ; 
Pointard  v.  Central  Pacific  E>  R.  Co  4  L.  D.,  353 ;  Ramage  v.  Central 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  5  L.  D.,  274  5  Central  Pacific  R.  Ti.  Co.  v.  Shepherd,  9 
L.  D.,  213 ;  Icard  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  464. 

Since  said  act  of  March  3,  1887,  is  considered  to  be  mandatory  (9  L. 
D.,  649),  the  recommendations  of  the  present  claimants  of  the  land  that 
tbe  patent  to  the  company  should  not  be  disturbed  can  not  prevail,  and 
the  recommendation  of  your  office,  "  that  a  demand  be  made  on  the 
company^  to  reconvey  said  land  to  the  United  States,"  is  concurred  in 
by  the  Department ;  and  you  are  hereby  directed  to  demand  from  said 
company  a  reconveyance  to  the  United  States  of  said  N.  ^  of  the  SW. 
i  of  said  section  15,  and  at  the  expiration  of  ninety  days  from  date  of 
such  demand,  you  will  make  due  report  to  this  Department  of  the  ac- 
tion of  the  company  in  the  premises. 
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KAILBOAD  LANDS-*ACT  OF  MASCH  8,  1887. 

Wells  v.  Southern  Pacifio  B.  B,  Co. 

An  applieatiou  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  to  purchase  lands  erroneously 
patented  to  a  railroad  company  can  not  be  entertained  until  the  goYemment  has 
secured  a  reconyeyauoe  of  the  title. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissumer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  lyeoemher 

12, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  0.  M.  Wells  from  the  decision  of  your 
ofSce  dated  November  19, 1888,  r^ecting  bis  application  to  parcbase  all 
of  Sec.  21,  T.  7.  N.,  B.  14  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California,  ander 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1887  (24  Stats., 
556);  for  the  reason  that  the  land  applied  for  was  patented  to  the  South- 
ern Pacific  Bailroad  Company  on  Jannary  9, 1885,  per  list  No.  9,  as  be- 
ing within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  (branch  line) 
by  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1871  (16  Stats.,  573).  Your  office 
decision  also  states  that  the  land  in  qnestion  is  within  <<  the  primary 
limits  of  the  forfeited  grant  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany ; "  that,  although  said  patent  was  erroneously  issued,  yet,  pending 
the  result  of  the  proceedings  intended  to  secure  a  reconveyance  of  said 
land  to  the  United  States,  the  land  can  not  be  disposed  of  under  the 
fifth  section  of  said  act  of  1887. 

The  appellant  asks  that,  in  the  event  that  it  shall  be  decided  that  said 
application  is  premature,  the  rejection  of  the  same  ''  shall  be  held  in 
abeyance  until  the  proper  time  for  presenting  the  same  shall  have  ar- 
rived, and  that  it  then  be  allowed." 

The  application  is  clearly  prematurely  made,  but  this  will  not  pre- 
vent the  applicant  from  renewing  the  same  when  the  land  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  disposal  by  the  United  States.  Said  appeal  is  accordingly  dis- 
missed without  prejudice  to  the  appellant's  right  to  renew  his  applica- 
tion at  the  proper  time. 


RAIIiROAD  GRANT^MINBBAIi  liANBS-StnT  TO  VACATE  PATBXT. 
BULLOOK  ET  AL.  V.  CENTRAL  PAOIPIO  B.  B.  CO.  ET  AL. 

On  the  allegation  duly  corroborated  that  certain  land  patented  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany was  in  fact  excepted  from  the  grant,  by  reason  of  its  known  mineral  char- 
acter, a  hearing  may  be  directed  to  ascertain  whether  the  facts  justify  judicial 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

12, 1890. 

By  your  of&ce  letter  dated  August  20, 1890,  was  transmitted  the  peti- 
tion of  W.  H.  Bullock,  D.  W.  Spear,  B.  Greenwood,  and  J.  S.  Bees,  filed 
iu  the  Sacramento,  California,  land  office  and  forwarded  to  your  office 
on  August  5th,  last,  asking  that  proceedings  be  instituted  by  the  United 
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States  to  set  aside  a  patent  issaed  to  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany on  April  30, 1885,  for  lot  No.  12  of  the  SE  i  of  Sec.  23^  T.  14  K, 
B.  10  E.,  M.  D.  M.y  on  the  groand  that  said  tract  was  known  to  be 
mineral  long  prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  and 
also  at  the  date  when  the  rights  of  said  company  attached  to  its  granted 

lands,  and  was  therefore  excepted  from  its  grant. 
Your  office  letter  states  that  said  lot  12  contains  an  area  of  22.75 

acres  and  covers  the  SE.  corner  of  the  SE.  ^  of  said  section ;  that  it  is 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  nnder  the  acts 
of  Congress  approved  Jnly  1, 1862  (12  Stats.,  489),  and  July  2, 1864  (13 
Stats.,  356) ;  that  the  township  plat  of  snrvey  was  duly  approved  on 
Jnne  9, 1870,  and  said  section  was  returned  as  agricultural  land ;  that 
said  lot  12  was  listed  by  said  company  on  July  20, 1884,  per  list  6,  and 
patented  to  said  company  on  April  30, 1885,  per  list  43  *  that  there  was 
nothing  upon  the  records  of  your  office  to  show  that  said  land  was  min- 
eral, and  in  the  absence  of  any  objection  said  patent  was  regularly 
issued. 

Your  office  further  finds  that  <^  the  petitioners  allege  possession  and 
ownership  of  said  lot  through  succession  to  the  title  thereto  from  the 
original  locators,  whom  they  allege  located  the  same  as  a  placer  in  the 
year  1885 ; "  that  said  patent  issued  on  April  30, 1885 ;  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  any  mineral  claim  was  initiated  prior  theretx),  or  that,  at  the 
date  of  said  patent,  there  was  any  adverse  right  thereto ;  that  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  Mayflower  Gravel  Mining  Company  purchased  said  lot 
from  said  railroad  company  with  a  knowledge  of  any  fraud  having  been 
perpetrated  on  the  part  of  said  railroad  company  in  procuring  title 
thereto,  and  the  presumption  must  be  that  it  '<  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice,  in  which  event  proof  of  the  fraud  must  be  clear  and 
convincing  to  justify  the  cancellation  of  the  patent." 

Your  office,  therefore,  in  view  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  petition  and 
upon  the  principles  enunciated  by  the  United  States  supreme  court  in 
San  Jacinto  Company  (125  U.  S.,  273),  and  United  States  v.  Beebe  (127 
U.  S.,  338),  declines  to  recommend  the  institution  of  suit  to  set  aside 
said  patent. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  petition  allege  that 

said  lot  12  now  is  and  for  said  (the  last)  twenty-eight  years  has  been  well  known 
valuable  mineral  land  bearing  gold  ;  that  the  same  was  held,  claimed  and  possessed 
under  the  mining  laws  and  customs  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  granting 
lands  to  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  California,  and  that  the  same  has 
yielded  a  larger  amount  of  gold  than  almost  any  other  tract  of  like  area  in  the 
State  of  California,  reaching  probably  from  $5,000  to  $10,000  per  acre,  and  that  the 
same  is  yet  very  highly  valuable  mineral  land.  That  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  attach- 
ment of  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company,  and  of  the  survey  thereof  and  of  the  issue 
of  the  patent  thereto  in  1885  to  said  company  was  actually  claimed  and  worked  as 
mining  li|pd  and  was  notoriously  known  to  be  valuable  as  such. 

The  affiants,  twelve  in  number,  swear  that  they  have  resided  in  the 
vicinity  of  said  tract  for  the  last  twenty-eight  years  and  know  each  pait 
thereof* 
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If  said  aliegatioDS  as  to  tbe  known  mineral  character  of  said  lot  be 
true,  tlien  ttie  land  was  expressly  excepted  from  the  grant  to  said  com- 
pany^  and  the  United  States  has  an  interest  in  the  land  which  would 
fully  warrant  the  institatiou  of  proceedings  to  set  aside  said  patent 
ander  the  mandatory  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat&, 
656).  McLaughlin  v.  United  States,  107  U.  S.,  626 ;  Westeru  Pacific 
B.  B.  Go.  V.  United  States,  108  U.  S.,  610 ;  Mallan  et  al.  v.  United  States, 
118  U.  S.,  271 ;  Winona  &  St.  Peter  R.  B.  Co.,  9  L.  D.,  649 ;  Central 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.  v.  Valentine,  11  L.  D.,  238. 

The  petitioners  offer  to  bear  the  necessary  expenses,  and,  in  my  jadg- 
ment,  they  should  have  an  opportunity  of  establishing  the  trnth  of  said 
allegations  at  a  hearing  to  be  duly  had  before  the  local  office  in  order 
that  the  Department  may  have  the  requisite  evidence  to  warrant  the 
institution  of  proceedings  to  set  aside  said  patent.  (Alexander  Moore 
et  al.^  2  L.  D.,  761).  ^ 

You  are  therefore  directed  to  cause  a  hearing  to  be  had  before  the 
local  land  officers,  after  due  notice  to  all  parties  in  interest,  and  upon 
receipt  of  the  testimony  taken  thereat,  together  with  the  report  of  the 
local  officers  thereon,  you  will  consider  the  same  and  make  due  report 
to  the  Department. 

TIMBER  CUL.TUUE  CONTEST— REL.INQUISIIMKNT. 

RoBEETs  V,  Gaston  et  al. 

A  contest  against  an  entry  that  appears  of  record  through  the  failure  of  the  local 
office  to  act  upon  the  previous  relinquishment  thereof,  must  fail  where  the  party 
filing  such  relinquishment  has  thereafter  proceeded  in  compliance  with  the  tiui- 
ber  culture  law  in  the  honest  belief  that  his  application  to  enter  thereunder  has 
been  allowed,  and  the  contestant  begins  proceedings  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  13,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  James  Roberts  v.  Thaddens  B.  Gaston 
and  Washington  I.  Anderson,  upon  appeal  by  Roberts  from  the  decis- 
ion of  your  office  dated  June  10,  1889,  dismissing  his  content  against 
Gaston's  timber  culture  entry  for  the  NE.  i  Sec.  33,  T.  24  S.,  R.  10  W., 
Wichita,  land  district,  Kansas. 

January  23,  1879,  Gaston  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  tract  and 
on  February  5, 1887,  Roberts  initiated  contest  against  said  entry,  alleg- 
ing as  follows: 

That  he  was  well  acquainted  with  the  tract  of  land  embraced  in  said  timber  cul- 
ture entry  and  knows  the  present  condition  of  the  same ;  also  that  said  Thaddens  B. 
Gaston  failed  to  do  any  breaking  in  the  years  of  1879,  1880,  18S1,  and  1882,^d  that 
he  sold  his  claim  to  Thos.  Anderson  who  has  done  or  caused  to  be  done  all  the  work 
that  has  been  done  on  said  claim,  and  that  there  has  never  been  ten  t^cres  broken  on 
said  claim  to  this  date. 
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Heariug  was  ordered  and  set  for  March  15, 1887,  and  Ga^tou  was 
notified  of  the  same. 

On  the  day  appointed  for  the  heariug,  Gaston  failed  to  appear  either 
in  person  or  by  attorney,  but  Washington  I.  Anderson  appeared  in 
person  and  by  attorney  and  having  first  disclosed  on  oath  the  nature 
of  his  interest  in  the  tract  as  required  by  rule  102  of  the  Bules  of  Prac- 
tice, he  was  made  a  party  defendant,  and  on  motion  of  contestant  the 
case  was  continued  to  April  14, 1885,  at  which  time  both  the  contestant 
and  intervener  appeared  and  submitted  testimony,  and  on  April  22, 
1887,  the  local  office  found  in  favor  of  contestant. 

The  intervener  appealed,  and  your  office*  dismissed  the  contest  and 
decidt'd  that  Anderson  was  entitled  to  make  entry  for  the  land,  where- 
upon coutestant  appealed. 

The  record  of  the  heariug  shows  that  contestant  testified  he  resided 
at  Sylvia,  Reno  County,  Kansas,  and  had  known  the  tract  in  dispute 
since  September  1886^  that  before  he  initiated  this  contest  he  had 
heard  that  Washington  I.  Anderson  was  the  owner  of  this  tree  claim, 
but  that  the  record  of  the  local  office  showed  Gaston's  entry  to  be  still 
uncanceled. 

On  his  cross  examination  he  admitted  that  on  the  day  he  went  to 
serve  Gaston  with  notice  of  this  contest,  Gaston  informed  him  that  he 
had  sold  his  improvements  to  Anderson,  and  had  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  Anderson  a  relinquishment  of  his  interest  in  the  land  years  be* 
fore,  receiving  from  Anderson  two  cows  as  payment  therefor.  He 
further  admitted  that  he  induced  Gaston  (by  paying  him  twenty-five 
dollars)  to  execute  and  deliver  to  him  (contestant)  February  5, 1887,  a 
second  relinquishment  of  his  timber  culture  entry,  and  that  Gaston  at 
the  same  time  had  promised  to  testify  at  the  hearing  that  he  had  not 
done  any  work  on  the  claim  since  he  sold  it  in  1881;  that  Gaston  after- 
wards declined  to  do  so. 

Only  one  other  person  was  sworn  and  examined  on  the  part  of  con- 
testant, and  the  most  material  part  of  his  testimony  was  to  the  effect 
that  there  were  not  more  than  about  three  thousand  trees  growing  on 
this  claim  at  the  time  of  the  hearing. 

The  intervener  and  several  other  persons  were  sworn  and  testified  on 
his  behalf,  and  their  testimony  shows  that  about  October  IS,  1881,  the 
intervener  purchased  of  Gaston  his  improvements  on  the  tract  in  dis- 
pute consisting  of  five  acres  of  plowed  land,  paying  therefore  the  value 
of  about  one  hundred  dollars,  viz :  two  cows  and  two  calves.  At  the 
same  time  Gaston  executed  a  relinquishment  of  his  said  entry  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  Stafford  county,  Kansas,  which  re- 
linquishment was  written  on  a  portion  of  the  back  of  the  duplicate 
receiver's  receipt. 

October  20,  1881,  Anderson  went  to  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  and  there 
employed  a  firm  of  reputable  lawyers  to  prepare  the  usual  application 
to  make  entry  for  said  tract  under  the  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stat., 
2497— VOL  11 38 
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113).  After  executing  his  application  he  gave  his  attorneys  Gastou-s 
relinquishment  and  eighteen  dollars  to  pay  the  fees  and  commissions 
at  the  land  office,  as  well  as  other  expenses  incurred.  About  five  days 
thereafter  the  intervener's  attorneys  transmitted  to  the  local  office  a 
letter  purporting  to  contain  his  application,  the  relinquishment,  and 
legal  fees. 

November  4, 1881,  the  register  wrote  to  the  intervener's  attorneys  as 
follows : 

Gents: 

The  enclosed  relinqnishment  wiU  not  answer.  Mr.  Ghiston  mnst  acknowledge  the 
relinquishment  before  some  conH  of  record,  a  J.  P.  will  not  answer.  Ton  state  that 
yon  enclose  application  and  fees  of  Anderson,  the  fees  came  through  aU  right,  bat 
there  was  no  applicatioh  enclosed. 

A  clerk  in  the  attorney's  office  says  he  notified  Anderson  by  mail  of 
the  requirements  of  the  local  office,  but  Anderson  testified  thathe  never 
received  any  such  notice,  and  had  always  supposed  his  attorneys  had 
duly  entered  the  tract  for  him  until  after  the  initiation  of  this  contest-, 
that  as  soon  as  he  heard  of  the  contest  he  went  to  his  attorney's  office 
and  informed  them  of  what  he  had  heard,  and  upon  inquiry  made  by 
them,  they  (iiscovered  that  the  application  and  relinquishment  had  re- 
mained in  the  law  office  since  the  fall  of  1881.  February  15,  1887,  An- 
derson got  Gaston  to  acknowledge  his  former  relinquishment  before  a 
notary  public  and  to  certify  as  follows  : 

This  relinquishment  is  made  to  cure  an  alleged  defect  in  relinquishment  of  said 
eutry  dated  October  18,  1881,  made  before  8.  H.  Tedford,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 
Stafford  county,  Kansas,  and  delivered  to  Washington  I.  Anderson. 

The  evidence  shows  that  in  the  fall  of  1881,  the  intervener  took  actual 
possession  of  the  tract  in  dispute,  and  in  the  spring  of  1882,  he  broke 
ten  acres,  and  during  that  season  he  planted  ten  acres  to  thirteen  thou- 
sand five  hundred  cotton  wood  trees  from  one  to  two  years  old  and  &om 
eighteen  inches  to  two  feet  high.  During  1883,  the  weeds  were  pulled 
and  the  trees  were  hoed.  In  the  spring  of  1884,  the  ground  between 
the  tree  rows  was  listed  and  the  ten  acre  tree  plat  was  refilled  with  cut- 
tings wherever  needed  and  so  as  to  have  the  trees  four  feet  apart  each 
way. 

The  intervener  continued  to  cultivate  and  protect  the  timber  and  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing  he  had  about  six  thousand  one  hundred  trees 
growing  upon  the  tract  in  an  apparently  thrifty  condition. 

April  16, 1887,  at  9.30  a.  m.,  the  intervener  offered  to  file  Gaston^s 
original  relinquishment  and  at  the  same  time  applied  in  proper  form  to 
enter  the  tract,  and  ten  minutes  thereafter  contestant  applied  to  make 
entry  for  the  tract,  the  register  refused  both  applications,  but  hold  then^ 
to  await  the  final  result  of  this  contest. 

Gaston's  original  relinquishment  transferred  unconditionally  to  the 
United  States  all  of  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  said  tract, 
and  was  acknowl^ge4  before  a  persoa  bc^vin^  ^utborit^  (x)  tf^k^  ^ 
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knowiedgements  under  the  provisions  of  section  1118  of  the  Statutes  at 
Large  of  the  State  of  Kansas.    (Vol.  1 — p.  357).^ 

The  local  officers  should  have  received  said  relinquishment  when  pre- 
sented in  1881,  as  it  was  executed  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  circular  of  May  25, 1880,  relating  to  relinquishtnents  and  contests 
of  pre-emption,  homestead  and  timber  culture  claims  under  the  act  of 
May  14, 1880,  wherein  the  local  officers  were  instructed — 

Not  to  accept  or  act  apon  any  relinqiUHhineut  aaless  made  before  yoa,  which  has 
not  been  duly  subscribed  by  the  claimaut  on  the  back  of  his  duplicate  receipt,  and 
acknowledged,  witnessed,  and  executed  in  a  manner  which  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  would  be  sufficient  as  a  valid  trans- 
fer of  real  estate. 

Upon  review  of  the  record  herein  while  I  find  that  the  intervener  or 
his  attorneys  were  negligent,  yet  there  is  not  the  least  indication  of 
bad  faith  on  his  part,  and  as  it  sufficiently  appears  that  Gaston's 
relinquishment  was  not  the  result  of  Roberts'  contest,  he  can  not  prop- 
erly claim  anything  thereunder;  and  as  it  further  appears  that  Roberts 
was  fully  aware  of  the  intervener's  occupancy  of  the  land  and  of  the 
facts  in  the  case  when  he  began  his  contest,  and  simply  sought  to  take 
advantage  of  the  condition  of  af[airs  and  as  this  Department  will  not 
knowingly  be  made  a  party  to  the  accomplishment  of  an  act  of  injustice 
whereby  a  citizen  would  be  deprived  of  the  fruits  of  his  honest  labor, 
the  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


baiiiboad  gbant-inbemnity  selections— expired  filings. 
Little  Rock  and  Memphis  R.  R.  Co. 

No  action  should  be  taken  on  indemnity  selections  for  land  covered  by  expired  filings 
until  after  notice  to  the  claimants  to  assert  any  rights  they  may  possess. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  August 

28,  1890. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  15th  instant,  transmitting  for  my 
approval  list  No.  8,  containing  one  thousand  four  hundred  acres  of  lands 
selected  by  the  Little  Rock  and  Memphis  Railroad  Company,  as  in- 
demnity. 

You  state  that  the  lands  are  within  the  State  of  Arkansas  and  are  of 
the  same  character  as  those  embraced  in  list  Ko.  7,  approved  by  the 
Department  on  August  2, 1890  (11  L.  D.,  168),  and  were  selected  at  the 
same  time,  but  were  excluded  from  said  list  7  because  in  conflict  with 
t^ertain  pre-emption  filings  of  record. 

You  further  state  that  said  filings  have  now  all  been  cleared  from  the 
record,  except  certain  ones  which  have  expired  by  limitation  of  law.  It 
appears  you  have  taken  no  steps  to  clear  the  record  of  these  latter 
gliug^s^  s^ud  \n  tUis  partiQiilar  yoii  t^tate  you  were  gai4e4  l>y  tUe  rule 
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annoQDced  iu  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Stovenour  (10  L. 
D.,  645),  to  the  effect  that  the  presnmption  is  snch  claims  have  been 
abandoned. 

The  lands  in  this  list  were  selected  by  the  Little  Eock  and  Memphis 
company  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Little  Bock  and  Fort  Smith 
road,  both  being  branches  of  the  road  provided  for  in  the  grant  of  Feb- 
raary  9, 1853  (10  Btat.,  155).  The  odd  sections  within  the  indemnity 
limits  of  said  latter  branch  had  been  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  the 
grant,  for  many  years,  but  on  March  21, 1883,  the  withdrawal  was  re- 
voked. From  that  time  these  lands  have  been  open  to  settlement.  It 
appears  it  has  been  the  practice  of  your  office  to  exclude  from  snch  lists 
submitted  for  approval  all  tracts  covered  by  expired  filings.  In  view 
of  these  facts  the  proper  practice  in  this  case,  before  you  approve  of 
this  list,  would  be  to  notify  these  claimants  to  assert  their  rights,  if  any 
they  have.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Stovenour  case  to  prevent  this. 
While  the  rights  under  the  filings  have  ceased,  settlement,  if  continued, 
would  defeat  the  right  of  selection.  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Com- 
pany V.  Anrys  (8  L.  D.,  362). 

The  list  is  accordingly  returned  for  such  action. 


railroad  graxt— hombsteai>~ac!t  of  jitne  15,  1880. 
Northern  Pacific  E.  B.  Oo.  v.  Ejllian. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  2,  act  of  June  15, 1S80,  existing  at  the  date  when 
a  railroad  grant  becomes  effective,  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  grant. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  OeneralLand  Office^ 

December  16, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  fh>m  the  decision  of  your  office  of  June 
24, 1889,  approving  for  patent  the  cash  entry  of  Henry  Killian  for  the 
NW.  i  SW.  i  S.  i  8W.i  and  S W.  i  SB.  i  Sec.  11,  T.  5  K,  R.  4  W.,  He- 
lena, Montana,  made  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880. 

This  land  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  as  definitely  located  July  6, 1882,  and  is  also 
within  the  limits  of  withdrawal  firom  the  benefit  of  said  road,  which 
became  effective  February  21, 1872. 

From  the  facts  as  recited  in  your  letter  and  which  are  not  controverted 
by  the  company,  it  appears  that  at  the  date  of  withdrawal  on  general 
route  the  tract  was  covered  by  the  homestead  entry  of  Peter  Riley 
made  Kovember  13, 1871,  which  was  canceled  February  21, 1879. 

On  June  18, 1876,  Henry  Killian  purchased  Riley's  interest  in  the 
tract,  and  on  December  19,  1883,  he  purchased  the  tract  under  the  act 
of  June  15,  1880,  which  was  approved  by  your  office. 

From  this  decision  the  company  appealed,  assigning  error  in  not  hold- 
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ing  that  Killian  having  failed  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  act 
l>rior  to  the  vesting  of  the  right  of  the  company  July  6, 1882,  could  not 
thereafter  make  entry  of  the  tract. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  in  all  essential  respects  the  same  as  those 
in  the  cases  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Burt  (3  L.  D.  490) ;  Holmes 
V.  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Oo.  (5  L.  D.  333)  and  Northern  Pacific  R.  R. 
Go.  V.  McLean  (lb.,  529)  and  must  be  ruled  thereby. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBEB  CtTLTITRE  CONTEST— RELINQUISHMENT. 

Blank  v.  Center. 

A  charge  of  relinqnishment  is  not  established  by  evidence  showing  that  an  informal 
relinqnishment  of  the  entry  has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  auother^bnt  not  filed, 
nor  executed  for  such  purpose,  bat  as  secnrity  for  the  payment  of  note. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  December  17,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  David  D.  Blank  v,  Gibson  S.  Center, 
upon  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  office  decision  of  May  22, 1888, 
dismissing  his  contest  against  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Center  for 
the  SW  i  of  Sec.  24,  T.  1 10  N.,  R.  65  W.,  Huron,  South  Dakota. 

The  record  shows  that  Center  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the 
above  described  land  January  26,  1885.  January  5,  1886,  David  D. 
Blank  applied  to  enter  the  same  tract  and  under  oath  alleged  that  '^  said 
tract  has  been  relinquished,  and  said  relinqnishment  is  in  the  posses- 
sion of  one  M.  W.  Coykendall,  and  by  him  held  in  violation  of  the  tim- 
ber culture  laws,  said  relinquishment  being  made  and  executed  by  said 
Gibson  S.  Center." 

March  30,  1886,  a  hearing  was  had  before  the  register  and  receiver, 
who,  on  May  28, 1886,  decided  against  contestant,  dismissing  his  con- 
test. 

Thereupon  he  appealed  to  your  office,  where,  on  May  22, 1888,  you 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  register  and  receiver.  Blank  appealed  to 
this  Department. 

I  have  examined  all  of  the  questions  involved  in  this  case,  and  all  of 
the  evidence  in  the  record.  From  this  examination  I  find  that  the  find- 
ings in  your  said  office  decision  are  correct.  It  is  clear  that  the  proof 
does  not  show  a  relinqnishment  by  the  contestee.  He  merely  placed 
his  informal  relinquishment  in  the  hands  of  a  friend  to  be  held  by  him 
as  a  pledge  that  he  would  pay  off  a  note  or  arrange  security  for  it  at  a 
certain  time,  at  which  time  this  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  relinquish- 
ment, was  to  be  returned  to  him.  It  is  not  shown  that  Center  ever  in- 
tended to  have  this  relinqnishment  filed  in  the  land  office,  and  it  never 
has  been  filed  there. 
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A  paper  ))urporting  to  be  a  relinquishment  ia  of  no  legal  valne  until 
it  is  filed  in  the  land  office.     (Vandivert  v,  Johns,  9  L.  D.,  609). 
Said  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


HOIkl£ST£AI>  ENTRT— ACTT  OF  JUNE  16,  1880. 

Edward  H.  Bubford. 

The  erroneoub  allowance  of  a  cash  entry  under  section  2,  act  of  Jane  15,  1880,  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  contest,  is  an  error  that  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
the  snccessful  contestant. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  15,  1890. 

1  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Edward  H.  Barford  from  the  decision 
of  your  office  refusing  to  order  a  hearing  to  determine  the  right  to  the 
8.  i  of  the  N  W.  i  and  Lots  3  and  4  of  Sec.  4,  T.  31  S.,  R.  27  W.,  Garden 
City,  Kansas. 

From  the  record  before  me  it  appears  that  this  tract  was  embraced  in 
the  homestead  entr^  of  William  Y.  Buchanan,  and  made  May  1, 1879, 
and  was  held  for  cancellation  by  decision  of  your  office  February  6, 
1886,  upon  the  contest  initiated  against  said  entry  by  Columbus  Brund- 
age,  from  which  decision  Buchanan  appealed. 

Prior  to  the  decision  of  your  office,  to  wit:  on  January  26,  18S5, 
Buchanan  made  cash  entry  of  the  tract  under  the  act  of  June  15,  1880. 

On  March  24, 1888,  the  Department  considered  the  appeal  of  Bu- 
chanan, and  held  that  the  local  officers  had  no  authority  to  allow  said 
cash  entry,  for  the  reason  that  Bruudage  having  proved  the  allegations 
of  his  contest  was  entitled  to  the  preference  right  of  entry,  but  directed 
that  since  the  local  officers  had  allowed  said  cash  entry,  it  should  be 
suspended  and  held  subject  to  the  right  of  Brundage  to  make  entry  of 
the  land,  and  if  he  failed  to  make  entry  within  thirty  days  from  notice 
of  said  decision,  the  cash  entr^-  of  Buchanan  will  be  relieved  from  sus- 
pension. 

After  the  cash  entry  of  Buchanan  had  been  allowed,  and  while  the 
case  of  Buchanan  v.  Brundage  was  pending  before  the  Department  on 
appeal,  Edward  M.  Burford  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract. 

Brundage  having  failed  to  avail  himself  of  his  preference  right  to 
make  entry  of  the  tract,  your  office,  on  October  12,  1888,  relieved  the 
cash  entry  of  Buchanan  from  suspension  and  held  the  homestead  entry 
of  Burford  for  cancellation,  because  of  conflict  with  said  cash  entry. 
From  this  action  the  applicant  appealed,  alleging,  substantially,  the  fol- 
lowing grounds  of  error : 

(1)  Because  an  entry  under  the  act  of  June  15,  1830,  can  only  be  allowed  in  the 
absence  of  an  adverse  right. 

(2)  Because  Burford's  entry  was  a  valid  adverse  right  that  attached  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  thirty  days'  preference  right  of  entry  of  Brnudage,  the  suooessful 
contestant,  and  should  take  prt*ccdonco  of  all  other  applications. 
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(3)  Beoanse  it  was  error  to  allow  the  cash  eutry  of  Buchanan  under  the  act  of 
June  15,  1880,  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  to  the  saccessfnl 
contestant  to  make  entry. 

Although  the  cash  entry  was  erroneously  allowed,  yet  it  was  an  error 
that  could  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  successful  contestant. 
His  right  of  purchase  was  good  against  every  one  but  the  successful 
contestant,  or  an  adverse  claim  initiated  prior  to  his  cash  entry.  At  the 
date  Burford's  entry  was  allowed,  the  land  was  not  subject  to  entry, 
because  of  the  cash  entry  of  Buchanan  that  segregated  the  land,  and 
which  could  only  be  annulled  by  the  successful  contestant 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


TIMBBB  LAND  APPLICATION— PRELIMINARY  AJFIDAVIT. 

L.  W.  Walker. 

The  departmental  regulation  requiring  a  purchaser  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878,  to 
personally  examine  the  land  prior  to  application  is  within  the  intendment  of 
said  act. 

Where  the  applicant  in  his  preliminary  affidavit  falsely  states  that  he  has  person- 
ally examined  the  land,  and  knows  from  his  personal  knowledge  that  it  is  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  said  act,  the  right  of  purchase  should  be  denied. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Gommissianer  of  tlie  General 

Land  Office^  December  18,  1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  L.  W.  Walker  on  appeal  from  your  de- 
cision of  July  3, 1884,  affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  re- 
jecting his  proof  on  timber  land  application  under  act  of  June  3,  1878, 
20  Stat,  89,  for  the  purchase  of  the  BE.  J  Sec.  12,  T.  20  N.  R.  10  W., 
Seattle,  Washington  land  district. 

On  November  10.  1888,  he  made  said  application  and  made  his  affi- 
davit upon  the  usual  form  for  the  purchase  of  timber  and  stone  lands, 
and  stated  therein  that : 

I  have  personally  examined  said  lands  and  from  my  personal  knowledge  state  that 
said  land  is  unfit  for  cnltivation,  and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber ;  that  it  is  unin- 
habited ;  that  it  contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements;  nor  as  I  verily  believe 
any  valuable  deposit  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  copper  or  coal,  etc. 

On  July  11, 1889,  he,  having  given  the  notice  by  publication  required 
by  law,  appeared  at  the  local  office  to  make  proof  and  pay  for  the  land. 
On  being  sworn  and  examined  he  stated  that  he  had  never  been  on  the 
land  at  the  time  he  made  his  application ;  that  a  man  named  Wing  had 
made  an  inspection  of  the  land  for  him,  but  he  had  been  upon  it  after 
his  application  was  made. 

The  local  officers  rejected  his  proof  because  by  his  testimony  he  had 
not  examined  the  land  prior  to  making  his  application.  From  this  de- 
cision he  appealed,  and  your  office  on  July  3, 1889,  affirmed  said  action 
and  held  his  filing  for  cancellation,  because  the  same  was  fraudulent  in 
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its  inception.    lie  again  appealed  and  brought  the  case  before  the  De- 
partment. 
The  appeal  assigns  error  as  follows : 

Ist.  It  was  error  for  said  Commissioner  to  find  that  the  application  of  said  claimant 
was  fraudulent  because  of  the  fact  that  he  did  not  examine  the  land  applied  for  prior 
to  filing  his  application  therefor. 

3d.  It  was  error  to  conclude  from  facts  appearing  in  the  record  that  "  the  attempted 
entry  of  claimant  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception  "  or  at  any  time  since  its  inception. 

The  third  and  foarth  assignments  amount  to  one  and  say  it  was  error 
to  reject  the  application. 

Counsel  for  appellant  contend  that  the  law  does  not  require  the  ap- 
pellant to  examine  the  land,  or  testify  from  personal  knowledge  that  it 
is  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  and  he  cites 
the  letter  of  Secretary  Vilas  to  Commissioner  Stockslager,  dated  Janu- 
ary 5,  1889  (8  L.  D.,  20),  which  says— 

In  the  timber  culture  circular  approved  July  12, 1887  (G  L.  D.,  280),  tbe  preliminary 
affidavit  therein  required  contains  a  phrase  which  does  not  appear  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute.    The  words  referred  to  are  as  follows: — 

^*  That  I  have  made  personal  examination  of  said  land  and  from  my  personal  knowl- 
edge oi  the  same  state/' 

While  it  is  true  that  the  statutory  affidavit  can  not  be  made  in  good  faith  except 
on  knowledge  derived  from  a  personal  examination  of  the  land,  yet  as  the  statute 
(20  Stat.,  113),  has  prescribed  the  exact  words  of  the  oath  required  of  the  applicant, 
the  Department  has  no  authority  to  add  thereto. 

The  said  phrase  should  therefore  be  stricken  out  of  said  affidavit. 

The  act  referred  to  in  the  above  letter  is  unlike  the  act  providing  for 
"timber and  stone  entries"  (approved  June  3, 1878)  inasmuch  as  it  pre- 
scribes the  form  of  the  preliminary  affidavit  while  the  latter  does  not. 
Were  the  acts  identical  the  letter  would  apply  to  the  case  at  bar,  al- 
though subsequent  to  it,  for  if  the  phrase  was  inserted  without  warrant 
of  law,  it  would  be  impertinent  to  the  issue  and  immaterial  and  could 
be  disregarded  by  the  deponent,  but  this  is  not  the  case. 

The  statute  under  which  claimant  seeks  to  acquire  title  to  this  tract, 
requires  the  applicant  to  file  with  the  register  a  statement  in  relation 
to  the  land  which  he  desires  to  purchase,  and  it  will  be  observed  that 
this  is  divided  into  two  clauses :  First  he  must  state  that  the  laud  is 
unfit  for  cultivation,  uninhabited  and  unimproved.  This  statement  he 
makes  upon  his  corporal  oath  and  this  necessarily  implies  personal 
knowledge.  Secondly :  He  must  on  like  oath  state,  as  he  verily  believes, 
that  it  contains  no  valuable  deposits  of  gold,  etc.  This  part  of  the  oath 
may  of  course  by  the  law  be  made  on  information.  It  is  quite  clear  that 
Congress  intended  to  distinguish  between  those  conditions  affecting 
the  character  of  the  land,  which  could  be  certainly  known  by  ordinary 
diligence  and  observation,  and  those  that  could  not  be  so  known  or 
determined  and  as  to  the  latter,  the  applicant  was  permitted  to  base 
his  oath  upon  his  belief. 

In  thus  stating  the  matter,  in  the  act,  Congress  took  care  to  include 
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that  which  could  be  taken  on  information  and  belief,  and  by  the  well 
known  maxim,  incltmo  unim  est  exclusio  alteriusy  the  statements  in  re- 
gard to  cultivation,  inhabitancy  and  improvements  are  excluded  from 
that  part  of  the  afGidavit  based  on  mere  belief.  In  these  he  mast  know 
whereof  he  affirms. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  provides  that  the  applicant  after  giving 
notice,  etc.,  shall  '<  furnish  to  the  register  of  the  land  office  satisfactory 
evidence  ....  that  theland  isof  the  charactercontemplated  in  this 
act."  The  local  officers  can  therefore  examine  the  applicant  and  wit- 
nesses as  to  their  means  of  knowing  the  character  of  the  land ;  thus  to 
ask  if  the  applicant  had  examined  the  land  or  been  upon  it,  would  be 
pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  a  relevant  and  competent  inquiry,  and  the 
statement  in  this  affidavit  ^^  I  have  personally  examined  this  land,''  is 
simply  the  equivalent  of  such  an  examination  at  the  hearing.  It  is  con- 
templated by  the  statute  that  the  applicant  would  know  whereof  he 
affirmed,  and  it  is  certainly  within  the  province  of  the  Department  to 
ascertain  whether  the  oath  is  mad  e  upon  the  applicant's  knowledge, 
or  on  his  belief,  or  rashly  **  with  no  probable  cause  for  believing,"  and 
it  is  not  an  unreasonable  requirement  on  the  part  of  the  Department, 
that  whoever  offers  to  purchase  this  class  of  land,  must  show  that  he 
h»s  had  an  opportunity  of  knowing  that  the  statements  that  he  was  by 
law  required  to  make  concerning  its  character,  are  true  in  fact  when  so 
made.  The  phrase  in  the  affidavit  adds  no  condition  or  limitation  to 
the  character  of  the  land,  as  defined  by  the  statute,  nor  does  it  conflict 
with  the  statute  in  any  of  its  forms.  The  statute  prescribes  certain 
facts  to  be  sworn  to,  but  it  does  not  give  any  form  of  oath,  and  the  only 
limitation  that  it  fixes  is  that  as  to  valuable  minerals. 

Besides  these  considerations  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  in  question, 
which  removes  this  class  of  land  from  under  the  general  supervisory 
control  of  the  land  department,  or  exempts  purchasers  of  the  same  from 
the  general  rules  and  regulations  thereof. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Department  had  full  authority  to  insert  the 
phrase  in  question  in  the  preliminary  oath,  that  when  so  inserted  it 
was  pertinent,  material  and  binding  upon  the  applicant  who  should 
subscribe  to  the  oath,  Jind  with  this  view  of  the  law  I  concur  in  your 
conclusions. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 
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HOMESTEAD  CONTEST-  RE9IDKNCE. 
FABBELL  V.  LiNDB. 

The  efltablUhment  of  resideDoe  on  a  liomesteiul  claim  within  six  months  after  entiy 
is  required  by  departmental  regulation,  and^  in  the  face  of  a  contest,  noamonnt  of 
improvements  will  excuse  a  failure  to  comply  therewith,  or  cure  default  therein. 

Residence  under  the  homestead  law  can  not  be  established  through  the  acts  of 
another. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  18,  1890. 

May  26, 1886,  Frederick  Linde  made  homestead  entry,  No.  2754,  for 
lots  2  and  6,  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  J  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  SB.  \  of 
Sec.  2,  T.  4  K,  R.  16  W.,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

Jannary  12,  1887,  Robert  Farrell  instituted  a  contest  against  the 
same,  alleging  that  defendant  had  never  established  residence  thereon. 

Hearing  was  had  March  15,  1887,  and  on  Jaly  12, 1887,  the  register 
and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  On  appeal,  your  office,  by 
letter  of  January  19, 1889,  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and 
held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

Linde  appeals  from  yoAr  judgment.  I  have  examined  the  evidence 
and  it  shows  that  defendant  had  not  resided  on  the  claim  up  to  the 
time  of  the  contest,  more  than  seven  months  after  he  made  hia  entry, 
but  had  all  the  time  resided  with  his  family  at  Los  Angeles,  where  he 
was  in  business  as  a  jeweler.  He  had  hired  one  Lowe  to  improve  the 
claim.  Lowe  had  built  a  house  and  improved  and  culti\^ated  the  land. 
Claimant  would  occasionally  visit  him  to  give  directions  about  the  im- 
provements but  maintained  his  residence  at  Los  Angeles. 

The  establishment  of  residence  on  a  homestead  within  six  months 
after  entry  is  required  by  the  regulations,  and  no  amount  of  improve- 
ments will  excuse  a  compliance  therewith  or  cure  the  default  in  the  face 
of  a  contest. 

Such  residence  must  be  personal.  Renting  the  land  to  a  tenant,  or 
having  some  one  else  to  reside  on  it,  will  not  satisfy  the  law. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed  and  you  will  cancel  said  entry. 
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SURVEY    ST7B-DIVISION  OF  SECTIONS. 

Circular. 

The  circular  instractions  of  Jane  2,  1887,  5  L.  D.,  699,  re-issaed  by 
CommissioDer  Groff,  December  9, 1890. 


railroad  lands-act  of  march  8,  1887. 

B.  D.  Rand. 

An  application  to  purchase  nnder  the  act  of  March  3,  I8S7,  can  not  be  allowed  for 
lands  embraced  within  an  oatstanding  p.itent  to  a  railroad  company. 

In  sach  a  case  a  statement  and  application,  duly  corroborated,  as  required  by  de- 
partmental regnlationsi  may  be  presented  for  consideration  with  a  view  to  the 
institntion  of  jndicicil  proceedings  to  set  aside  the  patent. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

19, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  arising  upon  the  appeal  of  B.  D.  Band 
from  your  office  decision  of  August  3, 1889,  rejecting  his  application, 
made  June  8,  1889,  to  purchase,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24 
Stat.,  566),  Sec.  17,  T.  7  N.,  R.  13  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles  land  dis- 
trict, California. 

The  tract  described  lies  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant,  by  act 
of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  579,  Sec.  23),  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
road  Company;  and  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  application  was, 
that  said  tract  had  previously  (to  wit,  ou  January  9, 1885,)  been  pat- 
ented to  said  company. 

The  applicant  alleges,  as  ground  of  appeal,  that  your  office  decision — 

does  not  in  any  way  settle  the  matter.  Either  the  land  in  question  belongs  to  the 
railroad  company  or  to  the  United  States.  If  it  belongs  to  the  United  States  then 
the  right  of  the  undersigned  to  purchase  under  said  act  of  Congress  is  perfect,  and 
the  application  should  be  allowed.  The  Commissioner  does  not  enter  inio  the  merits 
of  the  case,  in  that  he  does  not  decide  whether  the  land  belongs  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany nnder  its  grant,  or  to  the  appellant  herein  under  the  act  of  March  3,  1S87. 

The  sole  question  presented  to  your  office,  upon  the  presentation  of 
Rand's  application  to  enter,  was  whether  said  application  could  prop- 
erly be  accepted  and  filed.  Tour  office  very  properly  decided  that,  as 
the  title  to  the  tract  applied  for  had  passed,  by  patent,  to  the  railroad 
company,  the  government  was  no  longer  owner  thereof,  and  that  you 
had  no  alternative  except  to  reject  the  application.  (See  United  States 
V.  Schurz,  102  U.  S.,  378;  see  also  Horace  B.  Rogers  et  al^  10  L.  D., 
29).  Your  office  also,  very  properly,  did  "  not  enter  into  the  merits  of 
the  case,"  and  did  ^<  not  decide  whether  the  land  belongs  to  the  railroad 
company  under  its  grant,  or  to  the  appellant,''  for  the  very  obvious  rea- 
son that  these  questions  were  beyond  your  jurisdiction,  and  must  bo 
decided  by  an  entirely  different  tribunal. 
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Before  any  one  can  purchase  from  the  United  States  the  tract  de- 
scribed, the  title  thereto  must  be  restored  to  the  United  States. 

Yoa  will  inform  the  applicant  that  if  he  will  prepare  a  statement  and 
application,  supported  by  corroboratory  affidavits,  as  required  by  de- 
partmental circular  instructions  of  February  13, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  348),  and 
supplemental  instructions  of  August  30, 1890  (11 L.  D.,  229),  and  trans- 
mit the  same  to  the  Department,  through  the  proper  channel,  snch 
statement  and  application  will  be  duly  considered,  with  a  view  to  rec- 
ommending  to  the  Honorable  Attorney  General  the  institution  of  sait 
to  cancel  and  set  aside  said  patent,  as  provided  for  in  Sec.  2  of  the  act 
of  March  3, 1887  (supra). 


PRACTICE-DEATH  OF  DEFENDANT    NOTICE -ATTORNEY. 

Driscoll  V.  Johnson. 

Where  a  party  dies  prior  to  bearing  his  attorney  is  without  anthority  to  enter  appear- 
ance, or  thereafter  prosecute  an  appeal  in  the  name  of  the  decedent. 

The  rales  of  practice  do  not  authorize  the  service  of  notice  of  contest  on  a  resident 
defendant  by  registered  letter. 

Where  the  entry  man  dies  prior  'to  the  service  of  notice,  bis  heirs  and  sncoessors  in 
interest  should  be  made  parties  to  the  action,  and  duly  served  with  notice  thereof. 

Flrift  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tlie  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  19^1890. 

May  5, 1886,  Edmund  P.  Johnson  made  homestead  entry  for  the  NE. 
i,  Sec.  17,  T.  27  K,  R.  46  W.,  Chadron,  Nebraska. 

December  32,  1887,  Edward  Driscoll  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  same.    Notice  of  contest  was  served  upon  Johnson  by  regis 
tered  letter,  in  which  the  hearing  was  set  for  February  15, 1888,  testi- 
mony to  be  taken  before  a  notary  public  at  Box  Butte,  Nebraska^  on 
February  10, 

On  said  last  date,  at  8  o'clock  A.  M.,  the  defendant  was  killed  by  the 
accidental  dischare^e  of  a  gun,  but  the  contestant  proceeded  with  bis 
testimony  before  the  notary.  On  the  return  day  (February  15)  John- 
son's attorney  appeared  before  the  register  and  receiver  and  moved  to 
dismiss,  because  of  defective  service  of  notice.  The  motion  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  contestant  allowed  to  ''  file  supplemental  affidavit  and 
proceed  against  the  heirs."  From  this  action  Johnson's  attorney  ap- 
pealed. 

Your  office  decision  of  June  30, 1888,  affirmed  the  action  of  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver,  and  Johnson's  attorney  again  appealed. 

Johnson  having  died  prior  to  the  hearing,  his  attorney  had  no  author- 
ity to  appear  for  him.  The  relation  of  attorney  and  client  ceased  on 
the  death  of  the  client.  Nor  can  a  dead  man  appeal  by  attorney.  Con- 
sequently, there  is  no  appeal  pending  here. 

Johnson  was  never  properly  served  with  notice.    The  rules  of  practice 
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provide  for  bat  two  methods  of  service  of  notice  of  contest:  Ist,  Per- 
sonal service,  which  is  made  by  delivering-  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  the 
defendant.  2d,  When  the  defendant  is  a  nonresident  of  the  State  or 
Territory,  or  can  not  be  served  personally,  notice  may  be  served  by 
publication,  as  provided  in  Practice  Rules  11, 13,  and  14. 

There  is  no  provision  for  service  by  registered  letter. 

As  this  is  the  first  time  within  my  observation  that  service  of  notice 
of  contest  on  a  resident  defendant  has  been  att^empted  by  registered 
letter,  and  as  the  language  of  some  of  the  decisions  of  this  Department 
may  seem  to  authorize  such  manner  of  service,  I  deem  it  adviskble  to 
refer  to  these  decisions,  with  a  view  to  reconcile  them,  if  possible,  to  the 
rules  and  regulations  governing  practice  before  the  district  and  General 
Land  Offices. 

In  the  case  of  Anderson  v.  Tannehill  et  al.j  10  L.  D.  388,  an  order  of 
publication  was  made  against  the  claimant ;  whereupon  Stenson,  his 
transferee,  appeared  and  disclosed,  under  oath,  his  ownership  of  the 
land  in  controversy ;  he  was  allowed  to  intervene,  and  moved  to  dismiss 
the  contest  because  no  publication  had  been  made  against  Tannehill, 
the  original  claimant.  New  notice  was  then  issued,  and  publication 
made,  fixing  a  later  date  for  the  hearing,  at  which  date  Stenson  again 
appeared  and  moved  to  dismiss  all  proceedings,  because  the  record 
failed  to  show  that  the  notice  was  posted  upon  the  land.  This  motion 
was  sustained,  and  a  new  order  of  publication  made,  November  27, 
1887,  fixing  January  11, 1888,  as  the  day  of  hearing,  when  Stenson  ap- 
peared for  the  third  time  and  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest,  because  no 
personal  service  had  been  made  upon  him  (Stenson),  although  he  was 
a  resident  of  the  State.  Upon  a  showing  that  notice  had  been  given 
Stenson  by  registered  letter,  which  had  been  received  by  him  more  than 
thirty  days  before  the  day  set  for  hearing,  his  motion  was  overruled, 
and  the  Secretary  in  affirming  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  says: 
^^  In  the  first  place,  this  objection  is  purely  technical  ^  as  a  matter  of 
fact  transferee  was  notified  by  registered  letter,  and  upon  said  notice 
appeared  to  move  a  dismissal,"  etc. 

This  holding  was  undoubtedly  correct,  for  Stenson,  not  having  dis- 
closed his  ownership  of  the  land  prior  to  the  commencement  of  proceed- 
ings against  the  entry,  was  not  entitled  to  be  served  with  notice  as  an 
original  defendant,  and  when  he  afterwards  appeared  and  made  oath  to 
his  ownership,  he  thereby  was  in  court,  asking  to  be  allowed  to  defend 
against  the  contest.  This  was  an  appearance  to  the  merits,  so  far  as 
he  was  concerned,  as  transferee  of  the  claimant.  He  found  <^  no  fault 
with  notice  to  the  entryman,  but  only  contended  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  same  kind  of  personal  service  as  the  entryman  would  be  if  liv- 
ing within  the  State. 

The  last  clause  of  said  decision,  that  '*  Service  by  registered  letter  is 
personal  service,  as  required  by  Rule  15  of  Practice,"  being  unnecessary, 
may  be  regarded  as  obiter  dictum. 


606  DECISIONS   BELATINa   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

Kale  15,  referred  to,  has  no  reference  to  the  mode  or  inaDDer  of  per- 
sonal service,  bat  relates  exclasively  to  the  manner  of  jprot7tn<7  saeh 
service,  and  says  that  it  "shall  be  (that  is,  'proof  of  service,  as  pre- 
scribed in  Bale  9,  shall  be)  the  written  acknowledgment  of  the  |>er8on 
served,  or  the  affidavit  of  the  person  who  served  the  notice  attached 
thereto,  stating  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  service." 

The  manner  of  making  personal  service,  as  prescribed  in  Rule  9,  con- 
sists "  in  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  each  person  to  be 
served."  That  this  service  has  been  so  made  can  be  proven  by  the 
written  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant  or  by  the  affidavit  of  the 
person  serving  him,  as  per  Bale  15.  This  acknowledgment  by  the  de< 
fendaut,  aader  the  practice  that  obtains  in  nearly  all  courts  of  law,  is 
endorsed  on  the  back  of  the  notice,  or  a  copy  thereof,  and  dispenses 
with  the  retarn  of  the  officer  serving  the  same.  This  is  the  kind  of 
written  acknowledgment  contemplated  by  Bale  15,  and  it  was  never 
contemplated  that  service  by  registered  letter  is  equivalent  to  personal 
service. 

The  distinction  is  clearly  recognized  in  Bale  17,  which  provides  that 
<^  Notice  of  interlocutory  motions,  etc.,  may  be  served  personally  or  by 
registered  letter  through  the  mail." 

By  Bale  18  proof  of  service  by  mail  is  not  shown  by  the  receipt 
alone,  but  such  receipt  must  be  accompanied  by  <^  the  affidavit  of  the 
person  who  mailed  the  notice." 

In  the  case  of  William  W.  Waterhouse,  9  L.  D.,  131,  the  defendant 
was  a  non-resident,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  notify  him  by  publica- 
tion. The  notice  was  not  published  for  the  proper  length  of  time,  bat 
it  having  been  shown  by  the  '*  return  card  "  that  he  had  received  notice 
of  the  hearing  by  registered  letter — received  by  him  at  Oshkosh,  Wis- 
consin, the  land  being  in  Dakota — ^the  notice  was  held  sufficient. 

The  sending  of  notice  by  registered  letter  is  provided  for  where  notice 
is  given  by  publication  (see  Bule  14),  whereas  no  such  provision  is 
made  when  personal  service  is  required. 

This  case  is  not  parallel  with  the  one  at  bar,  nor  is  it  authority  for 
serving  a  resident  defendant  by  registered  letter;  neither  are  the  cases 
therein  cited. 

In  Growston  t?.  Seal,  5  L.  D.,  213,  the  defendant  was  a  non-resident. 

In  the  case  of  the  New  Orleans  Canal  and  Banking  Company  v.  State 
of  Louisiana,  cited  in  support  of  Waterhouse,  ^ujpra,  the  notice  under 
discussion  was  a  notice  of  appeal  and  not  of  contest,  and  the  Bules  of 
Practice  provide  for  serving  notice  of  appeal  by  registered  letter,  and 
in  that  case  it  was  merely  held  that  notice  sent  by  unregistered  letter 
was  sufficient,  when  receipt  of  such  unregistered  letter  was  admitted 
by  the  party  to  whom  it  was  sent  and  who  was  the  party  entitled  to 
notice. 

The  other  case  of  Ida  May  Taylor,  6  L.  D.,  107,  there  cited,  has  refer- 
ence  to  notice  of  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  canceling  an  entry 
notion  Qf  wbicb  ma^  also  Ve  made  through  the  mail, 
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While  notice  of  iuterlocatory  motions,  orders,  and  nearly  all  proceed- 
ings occurring  after  jarisdiction  is  once  obtained,  may  be  made  through 
the  mail,  there  is  no  provision  in  the  Bules  of  Practice  for  acquiring 
jurisdiction  over  resident  defendants  through  such  service.  Nor  in  my 
judgment  should  there  be. 

The  notice  of  contest  takes  the  place  of  a  writ  of  summons  in  common 
law  courts,  which  is  a  ^<  due  process  of  law,"  without  which  no  man  may 
be  deprived  of  his  property.  This  writ  of  summons,  in  all  the  States 
to  which  my  research  has  extended,  is  required  to  be  served  by  a  sworn 
ofiKcer  of  the  law. 

This  Department  has  so  far  departed  from  this  general  rule  of  prac- 
tice as  to  allow  notice  of  contest  to  be  served  by  persons  other  than 
officers  of  the  law,  but  it  has  not  authorized  service  by  mail  of  a  writ 
which  confers  jurisdiction  to  deprive  a  defendant  of  all  his  property. 

Johnson  having  died  before  he  was  served  with  notice,  the  local 
officers  obtained  no  jurisdiction  of  his  person.  There  being  no  action 
pending  at  his  death,  it  could  not  be  revived  against  his  heirs. 

It  follows  that  the  action  of  the  local  officers  was  right  in  allowing  a 
new  affidavit  to  be  &led,  making  his  heirs  and  successors  in  interest 
parties  defendant,  and  directing  notice  to  be  issued  against  them,  in 
compliance  with  the  Bules  of  Practice,  above  noted. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— CONFLICTING  LIMITS-ADJUSTMENT. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Okaha  By,  Co. 

The  definite  location  of  the  Northern  Pacific  road  did  not  take  effect  upon  lands 
within  the  previous  indemnity'  withdrawal  made  under  the  act  of  May  5,  1864. 

Where  the  primary  limits  of  one  company  conflict  with  the  indemnity  limits  of  an- 
other,  and  both  derive  their  grants  from  the  same  act,  the  former  is  entitled  to 
the  lands  in  question,  without  regard  to  priority  of  location  or  construction. 

The  second  proviso  in  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  applies  only  to  the  case  of 
lands,  which  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  had  been  settled  upon  after 
December  1,  1882,  by  parties  claiming  in  good  faitli  a  right  to  enter  the  same 
under  the  settlement  laws,  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  or  equities  of  others  in  the 
premises. 

In  the  final  adjustment  of  a  grant  the  Department  must  be  controlled  by  statutory 
authority,  and  can  not  depart  therefrom  to  protect  parties  claiming  rights  under 
an  alleged  purchase  from  the  company. 

Previous  instructions  for  the  restoration  of  indemnity  lands  modified,  and  directions 
given  for  the  disposition  of  applications  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887. 

Secretary  Nobis  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office j  December 

19,  1890. 

On  February  12,  [11  j  1890, 1  approved  for  patent  lists  13,  14  and  15 
pf  laadfl  for  tl>e  l^eueQt  of  fb^  (^hicagp,  St,  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
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Omaha  Railway  Company,  and  sent  them  to  you,  with  a  letter  of  iustrac- 
tions  bearing  even  date,  10  L.  D.,  147.  Before  any  action  was  taken 
by  yoar  office  in  the  premises,  yon  were  verbally  directed  to  return  said 
lists  and  letter  of  instructions  to  me ;  which  was  accordingly  done.  The 
reasons  which  actuated  me  in  thus  suspending  action  as  above  stated, 
no  loDger  existing  I  herewith  forward  to  you  said  lists  and  letter,  with 
directions  1o  carry  out  the  instructions  in  said  letter,  as  modified  herein. 
Yon  were  informed  that  this  action  closed  the  adjustment  of  the  con- 
gressional land  grants  for  the  benefit  of  said  road,  and  you  were  di- 
rected to  restore  to  the  public  domain  and  throw  open  to  settlement  the 
surplus  lands  theretofore  withdrawn  for  indemnity  purposes,  under  the 
grants  for  said  road.    It  was  provided,  however,  that — 

the  order  of  restoration  shall  not  affect  rights  acquired  within  the  primary  or  granted 
limits  of  any  other  congressional  grant;"  nor  ''take  effect  or  be  so  construed  as 
to  authorize  the  acquisition  or  recognition  of  any  rights  to  said  iands  or  any  portion 
thereof  until  thirty  days  after  notice  thereof,  through  advertise  men  t,  shall  have  beien 
previously  given  by  the  officers  of  the  district  land  office. 

Afterwards  two  letters  were  recei  ved  from  you,  dat  ed  respectively 
the  10th  and  14th  of  February  last,  in  relation  to  the  revocation  of  said 
withdrawal.  In  the  letter  of  the  10th,  which  was  received  after  mine  of 
the  12th  was  sent,  you  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  of  the  surplus 
lands  to  be  restored  a  portion  lie  within  the  fifteen  mile  or  indemnity 
limits  of  the  Omaha  grant,  under  the  act  of  June  3, 1856  (LI  Stat.,  20), 
and  a  portion  within  the  twenty  miles  or  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant 
to  said  company  under  the  act  of  May  5,  1864  (13  Stat.,  66)  ^  and  that 
the  primary  limits  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railroad,  under  the  same 
grant  of  May  5,  1864,  supra^  and  the  primary  limits  of  the  l^orthern  Pa- 
cific  Bailroad  under  its  grant  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  in  regard 
to  portion  of  said  lands,  overlap  the  aforesaid  limits  of  the  Omaha  road ; 
and  you  desire  a  determination  of  the  respective  rights  of  the  diHerent 
roads  within  these  conflicting  or  overlapping  limits. 

Upon  particular  inquiry  at,  and  a  more  careful  examination  into  the 
matter  by,  the  Railroad  Division  of  your  office,  it  is  learned  that  there 
will  be  no  surplus  lands  within  the  fifteen  miles  limit  of  the  Omaha  road, 
which  are  covered  by  the  primary  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road— such  lands  having  been  dealt  with  in  the  adjustment  heretofore 
made.  But  there  are  lands  within  the  twenty  mile  limits  which  are 
covered  by  the  primary  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  road,  as  stated 
by  you. 

As  before  said,  the  Omaha  grant  was  made  May  5, 1864;  that  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  July  2, 1864;  and  the  indemnity  withdrawal  of  tlie 
Omaha  Company  was  made  February  28, 1866,  and  the  definite  location 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  on  July  2, 1882.  Consequently,  at  the  date  of 
the  definite  location,  the  lauds  in  question  were  set  apart  by  executive 
order  for  the  indemnity  purposes  of  the  Omaha  grant.  And  the  ques- 
tion is,  did  this  condition  except  them  from  the  operation  of  the  North- 
ern Pacific  grant  ? 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  609 

The  third  section  of  Northern  Pacific  act  grants  the  designated  sec- 
tion, on  each  side  of  the  railroad — 

whenever,  on  the  line  thereof,  the  United  States  have  fhll  title,  not  reserved,  sold, 
granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  free  from  pre-emption  or  other  claims  or 
rights,  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office ;  and  whenever,  prior  to 
said  time,  any  of  said  sections  shall  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by 
homestead  settlers,  or  pra-empted,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lauds  shall  be 
selected  by  said  company  in  lien  thereof,  etc. 

The  force  and  effect  of  an  executive  withdrawal,  for  indemnity  pur- 
poses under  one  grant^in  excepting  lands  from  the  subsequent  attach- 
ment of  rights  under  another  grant,  have  been  fully  and  exhaustively 
discussed  by  this  Department  in  several  cases  arising  under  this  Omaha 
grant.  See  cases  of  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  By.  Go., 
6L.  D.J  195;  Wisconsin  Central  B.  B.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  63;  which  cases  are 
quoted  and  the  rulings  therein  concurred  in  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  the  unreported  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central 
B.  B.  V.  Forsythe,  decided  last  Septembei  in  the  IJ.  S.  circuit  court  for 
the  western  district  of  Wisconsin. 

In  pursuance  of  those  decisions,  I  must  hold  that  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion were  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
'^reserved "  and  ^< otherwise  appropriated,''  and  consequently  excepted 
from  said  grant.  Therefore,  there  is  no  proper  conflict  with  rights  of 
the  Northern  Pacific  in  the  described  limits.  * 

With  regard  to  the  overlapping  limits  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bail- 
road  within  the  fifteen  miles  indemnity  limits  of  the  Omaha  road,  that 
question  was  definitely  decided  adversely  to  the  Central  Company  in 
the  cases  before  quoted,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything  more 
on  the  point. 

But  as  to  the  confiict  between  the  primary  limits  of  the  Wisconsin 
Central  and  the  twenty  miles  indemnity  limits  of  the  Omaha  Company 
the  rule  is  different.  Both  companies  deriving  their  grant  from  the 
same  act,  the  Wisconsin  Central  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, without  regard  to  either  priority  of  location  or  construction.  This 
rule  is  well  settled.  See  St.  Paul  v.  Winona  B.  B.  Co.  112  U.  S.,  720- 
727;  Sioux  City  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Chicago  By.  Co.,  117  U.  S.,  406-^. 

This  disposes  of  the  questions  In  relation  to  the  coufiicts  described 
in  your  letter  of  the  10th  of  February. 

But  in  that  letter  and  the  one  four  days  later,  it  is  stated  that  a  large 
portion,  if  not  all,  of  the  surplus  land  within  the  indemnity  limits  of 
the  Omaha  grant,  about  to  be  restored  to  the  public  domain,  is  << cov- 
ered by  claims  based  upon  settlements  made  during  the  last  year  or 
two,  growing  out  of  applications  to  enter,  presented  and  rejected  dur- 
ing that  period;"  and  that,  it  has  also  come  to  your  knowledge  ^Hhe 
company  had,  years  ago,  disposed  of  a  large  amount  of  these  lands," 
the  transferees  of  some  of  which  have  been  permitted  by  the  local 
officers  to  make  proof,  and  to  purchase  the  same,  under  the  provisions 
2497— VOL  11 39 
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of  section  five  of  the  adjastmeot  act  of  UEarch  3,  1887  (24  Stat.,  557) ; 
against  some  of  which  porchases  protests  have  been  filed  by  parties 
claiming  to  be  settlers. 

In  yonr  letter  of  Febmary  14th,  yon  also  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  dej)artmental  instructions,  approving  the  final  a^^jnstment  of 
the  Omaha  grant  and  directing  the  restoration  of  the  snrplus  land  to 
the  public  domain,  made  no  provision  for  the  protection  of  purchasers 
from  the  company  under  said  section  and  act;  and  you  invite  attention 
to  the  conflicts  likely  to  arise  between  the  claims  of  such  purchasers 
and  those  of  parties  claiming  as  settlers,  subsequent  to  December  1, 
1882,  under  the  second  proviso  of  said  section.  And  in  this  connection 
the  question  is  asked,  *'  does  the  last  proviso  of  the  section  include  set 
tlements  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  and,  if  so,  might  it  not 
defeat  the  object  of  the  section  entirely  t" 

The  section  and  proviso  referred  to  are  as  follows : 

That  where  any  said  company  shaU  have  sold  to  oitissens  of  the  United  States,  or  to 
persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  heoome  such  citizens,  as  a  part  of  its 
grant,  lands  not  conveyed  to  or  for  the  nse  of  snch  company,  said  lands  being  the 
numbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coterminous  with  the  con- 
structed parts  of  said  road,  and  where  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bona  fide 
purchaser  thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said 
lands  at  the  ordinary  gOTernment  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shall 
issue  therefor  to  the  said  bona  fide  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns :  Provided,  That 
all  lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  this  section  which  at  the  date  of 
snch  sales  were  in  the  bona  fide  occupation  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre-emp- 
tion or  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation  have 
not  since  been  voluntarily  abandoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre-emp- 
tion and  homestead  claimants  shall  be  permitted  to  perfect  their  proofs  and  entries 
and  receive  patents  therefor:  Provided  further,  That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
lands  settled  upon  subsequent  to  the  first  day  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty  two,  by  persons  claiming  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the 
United  States,  as  to  which  lands  the  parties  claiming  the  same  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

If  the  language  of  this  proviso  is  to  be  taken  literally  it  would  dom- 
inate the  whole  section,  and  being  repugnant  to  the  other  provisions 
would  make  the  section  inconsistent  with  and  destructive  of  itself.  The 
purview  and  scope  of  the  section  is,  (1)  to  protect  such  as  were  in  the 
bo7ia  fide  occupation,  under  the  settlement  laws,  of  lands  of  the  charac- 
ter described,  at  the  time  the  same  were  sold  by  the  company,  and 
which  occupants,  if  they  have  not  voluntarily  abandoned  their  claims, 
it  is  expressly  declared  are  to  be  allowed  to  perfect  proofs  and  re- 
ceive patents;  and  (2)  if  there  are  no  such  settlers  or  claimants,  then 
b(ma  fide  purchasers  from  the  company  on  paying  the  price  to  the 
government  are  to  receive  patents.  But  the  second  proviso,  if  literally 
accepted,  changes  all  this,  and  declares  that  said  section  shall  not 
apply  to  lands  <^  settled  upon  "  subsequent  to  December  1,  1882.  So 
that  if,  after  adjustment  of  a  railroad  grant  it  is  found  that  surplus 
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lauds  are  in  the  occupation  of  claimants  who  were  there  prior  to  De- 
cember, 1882,  and  had  remained  continually  in  possession,  their  claims 
could  be  defeated  by  other  settlers  who  might  go  upon  the  land  after 
1882.  And  the  same  would  be  true  as  to  parties  who  purchase  from 
the  company  at  a  time  wlien  there  was  no  other  claimant  to  the  land  in 
question,  and  who  might  have  extensive  improvements  thereon.  In- 
deed, that  proviso,  literally  taken,  would  be  an  invitation  to  parties 
to  settle  upon  such  lands  at  any  time  in  the  future,  and  thereby  defeat 
the  equities  of  prior  claimants. 

I  can  not  bring  myself  to  believe  that  Congress  intended  to  legislate 
to  such  an  end.  The  proviso  here  should  be  treated  as  in  the  nature 
of  a  saving  clause,  restricting  in  certain  eases  only  the  operation  of  the 
more  general  language  of  the  preced  ing  clauses  of  the  section.  In 
such  a  case  ^<  The  true  prindple  undoubtedly  is,  that  the  sound  inter- 
pretation and  meaning  of  the  statute,  on  a  view  of  the  enacting  clause 
and  proviso,  taken  and  construed  toge  ther,  is  to  prevail."  1  Kent  Com. 
463,  note  <<  a."  And  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Dickson,  15 
Peters,  141-165,  the  supreme  court  say : 

We  are  led  to  the  general  rale  of  law  which  has  always  prevailed ,  and  become  con- 
secrated almost  as  a  maxim  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  that  where  the  enact- 
ing clanse  is  general  in  its  language  and  objectsi  and  a  proviso  is  afterwards  intro- 
dnoed,  that  proviso  is  construed  strictly,  and  takes  no  case  oat  of  the  enacting  clause 
which  does  not  fall  fairly  within  its  terms.  In  short,  a  proviso  carves  special  ex- 
ceptions only  out  of  the  enacting  clause,  and  those  who  set  up  any  such  exception 
must  establish  it  as  being  within  the  words  as  well  as  within  the  reason  thereof. 

The  whole  scope  of  the  act  in  question  is  undoubtedly  remedial. 
'^  Its  intent  is  to  relieve  from  loss  settlers  and  bona  fide  purchasers, 
who,  through  the  erroneous  or  wrongful  disposition  of  the  lands  in  the 
grants,  by  the  officers  of  the  government  or  by  the  railroads,  have  lost 
their  rights  or  acquired  equities  which  in  justice  should  be  recognized.'' 
Opinion  of  Attorney  General,  6  L.  D.,  272. 

Applying  these  rules  of  construction  and  keeping  in  view  the  scope 
of  the  act,  as  above  stated  by  the  Attorney  General,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  said  proviso  applies  only  to  the  case  of  lands,  which  at  the  date 
of  the  passage  of  the  act  had  been  <' settled  upon"  subsequent  to  De- 
cember 1, 1882,  by  parties  claiming  in  good  faith  a  right  to  enter  the 
same  under  the  settlement  laws,  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  or  equities 
of  others  in  the  premises.  Such  parties  the  law  was,  in  my  opinion, 
intended  to  protect :  not  those  who  may  endeavor  at  any  time  after 
December  1, 1882,  to  <^  jump  "  the  claim  of  another  under  pretense  of 
an  intention  to  enter  the  same^  or  who,  in  violation  of  the  law  which 
authorizes  the  placing  of  lands  in  railroad  limits  under  reservation,  for 
the  purpose  of  effectuating  the  grant,  invade  the  reservation  in  an  effort 
to  obtain  precedence  over  other  and  law-abiding  citizens.  Such  in- 
vaders can  not  be  regarded  as  acting  in  good  faith. 

In  your  letter  of  February  14th  it  is  suggested  that  a  time  be  fixed 
within  which  purchasers  under  said  act  should  be  required  to  oome 
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forward,  make  proof  aod  otherwise  comply  with  the  requireraentB 
thereof. 

I  have  no  doabt  of  my  authority,  in  the  administration  of  the  law,  to 
make  sach  a  reqairement,  and  approve  of  your  suggestion  to  that  effect 

Accordingly  the  order  heretofore  issued  on  February  12,  1890,  di- 
recting the  restoration  of  the  surplus  lands  heretofore  withdrawn  for 
indemnity  purposes  of  the  Omaha  grant,  is  modified  so  as  to  extend  the 
time  when  said  restoration  is  to  take  effect  until  after  ninety  days 
notice  thereof,  through  advertisement,  shall  have  been  previously  given 
by  the  district  land  officers,  which  advertisement  shall  also  contain  a 
notice  to  parties  claiming  as  purchasers  under  said  act,  requiring  them 
to  come  forward  during  said  period  of  ninety  days,  submit  their  proof, 
and  make  payment,  in  pursuance  of  the  requirements  of  the  official  cir- 
cular of  February  13, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  348-391);  and  that  a  failure  to  sub- 
mit proof  and  payment  within  the  time  named  would  be  treated  as  a 
waiver  of  claim  ;  all  land  not  so  claimed  to  be  subject  to  entry  under 
the  settlement  laws  by  the  first  legal  applicant  at  the  ezpiratioii  of  the 
aforesaid  period  of  ninety  days. 

In  the  case  of  those  parties  who,  you  say,  have  been  allowed  by  the 
local  officers  to  make  proof  and  purchase  improvidently,  that  is,  prior 
to  the  '< final"  adjustment  of  this  grant,  they  should  be  notified  that 
they  will  be  required  to  give  a  new  notice,  under  the  circular,  within 
the  prescribed  period,  and  if,  at  the  proper  time,  no  adverse  claimant 
appears,  then  the  proof  heretofore  submitted,  if  otherwise  correct,  may 
be  accepted.  Notice  should  also  be  given  to  those  parties  who  have 
made  applications  to  enter  any  portions  of  said  lands  that  such  appli- 
cations, whilst  the  lands  were  in  a  state  of  reservation,  conferred  upon 
them  no  right  to  the  lands  applied  for ;  that  all  such  applications  have 
been  rejected,  and  that  upon  the  date  mentioned  in  the  notice  all  the 
restored  lands  will  be  thrown  open  to  entry  without  regard  to  said 
applications. 

On  November  22,  1890,  Messrs.  E.  A.  Shores,  H.  0.  Henry  and  H. 
F.  Balch  filed  here  a  petition,  with  a  number  of  exhibits,  seeking  the 
interposition  of  this  Department  to  protect  them  in  certain  asserted 
rights  and  protesting  against  the  proposed  action  of  the  Department 
in  throwing  open  to  settlement  and  entry  certain  lands  to  which  the 
petitioners  claim  a  right. 

From  said  petition  and  papers  it  appears  that  an  agreement  was 
made  in  February,  1884,  between  the  Omaha  and  the  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral railroad  companies  in  relation  to  the  overlapping  limits  of  their 
respective  grants,  wherein  it  was  stipulated  that  ^Hhe  Central  Company 
shall  have  "  certain  lands,  among  which  are  described,  in  item  2 :  ^<  all 
that  part  of  the  four  mile  strip  outside  of  the  six  mile  of  Omaha,  and 
within  the  ten  mile  limit  of  the  Central  Company'  grant,  and  within 
township  45,  46  and  47  ranges  4  and  5  west." 

It  was  further  stipulated  that  the  Omaha  Company  was  to  apply 
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to  the  State  for  patents  to  the  described  lands,  and,  ou  obtaining  the 
same,  was  to  execute  and  deliver  a  quit  claim  deed  therefor  to  Henry 
F.  Spencer.  It  is  not  alleged,  nor  does  it  appear  that  said  patents  were 
issued ;  bat  what  parporte  to  be  a  deed  from  said  company  to  Spencer 
is  filed,  dated  April  15, 1881,  and  conveying  to  him  the  land  in  qaestion 
''  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  dollar  and  other  valuable  considera- 
tions." Copies  of  other  deeds  are  produced  conveying  said  lands  from 
Spencer  to  the  petitioners.  It  is  further  stated  that  the  Omaha  Com- 
pany, having  constructed  its  road,  earned  the  lands  in  question,  in- 
cluded the  same  in  lists  filed  in  the  General  Land  Office  as  of  its 
granted  lands ;  but  for  some  unknown  reason  said  lists  were  subse- 
quently canceled,  so  that  no  patent  will  be  issued  by  the  United  States 
to  the  Omaha  company  for  said  lands,  but  it  is  proposed  to  throw  the 
same  open  for  settlement  aud  entry.  All  of  which,  it  is  alleged,  will 
do  the  petitioners  great  wrong  and  injustice ;  and  it  is  asked  Uiat  a 
patent,  in  due  form  of  law,  may  be  issued  for  said  lands  to  the  Omaha 
company,  or  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  for  its  use  and  benefit,  in  order  to 
perfect  the  record  evidence  of  petitioners'  title  to  the  described  tracts 
of  land. 

The  '^  strip  "  of  land  above  described  and  claimed  to  have  been  pur- 
chased, is  situated  east  of  the  branch  line  of  the  Omaha  company  out- 
side of  the  six  miles  limits  of  its  grant  under  the  act  of  1856  but  within 
the  additional  four  miles  limit  under  the  grant  of  1864,  and  is  also 
within  the  ten  miles  limit  of  the  Central  company  under  the  last  act. 
Being  thus  within  the  lapping  limits  of  two  grants  made  by  the  same 
act,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  contract  between  the  two  companies,  it 
was  evidently  supposed  that  each  was  entitled  to  one  undivided  moiety 
of  said  lands,  and  that,  as  usual,  a  patent  for  the  whole  would  be  issued 
to  the  State  which  would  make  division  between  the  companies.  The 
contract,  then,  seems  to  have  been  made  with  a  view  to  promote  the 
amicable  and  just  division  of  said  lands  between  the  parties  entitled ; 
and  in  listing  the  lands  within  the  granted  limits,  it  was  proper  that 
the  Omaha  company  should  claim  each  of  the  designated  sections,  of 
which  it  supposed  it  was  entitled  to  the  undivided  half,  being  then 
without  authority  of  law  to  pick  out  particular  tracts  as  its  one  half 
of  the  grant.  But  when  afterwards  that  grant  came  before  this  De- 
partment for  acUustment,  and  it  was  held  in  effect,  as  shown  in  the 
cases  heretofore  cited,  that  the  Wisconsin  Central  could  not  go  within 
fifteen  miles  of  the  Um#ia  road  for  any  lands  whatever,  because  the 
lands  within  those  limits  were  reserved  from  the  Central  grant,  a  diffiT- 
ent  condition  from  the  ordinary  lapping  of  the  granted  limits  of  two 
roads  under  the  same  grant  was  presented ;  and  it  was  held,  under 
these  circumstances,  that  the  Omaha  company  was  only  entitled  to  the 
one  undivided  half  of  the  lands  within  said  granted  limits,  and  that  the 
other  half  belonged  to  the  government.  Therefore  it  being  impossible 
to  issue  for  the  benefit  of  said  company  a  patent  for  an  undivided 
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moiety  of  said  lands,  or  patent  to  the  State  for  the  whole  for  the  joint 
benefit  of  said  company  and  the  United  States,  it  became  necessary  to 
reject  the  former  lists,  presented  by  the  company,  and  to  require  it  to 
specify  particular  tracts,  which  in  the  aggregate  would  amount  to  one 
half  of  the  lands  within  its  granted  limits  so  that  patents  oooveying 
full  title  to  the  same  might  be  issued  therefor. 

The  adjustment  has  been  made  on  these  principles;  lists  have  been 
prepared  and  approved  for  patent,  and  the  adjustment  is  practically 
closed.  It  is  not  perceived  there  is  anything  improper  in  the  mode 
adopted,  or  that  any  wrong  has  been  done  to  the  petitioners  for  which 
the  government  is  in  any  way  responsible.  If  they  have  thought  proper 
to  purchase  lands  to  which  they  supposed  the  company  was  entitled, 
and  now  find  themselves  mistaken,  the  United  States  is  not  to  blame. 
It  has  administered  and  adjusted  said  land  grant  in  accordance  with 
the  law  and  contract  under  which  it  was  made,  and  can  not  undertake 
now  to  open  the  same  to  gratify  the  views  or  protect  the  rights  of  per- 
sons who  may  see  therein  a  remote  or  resulting  injury  to  themselves. 
However  much  it  might  be  desired  that  all  parties  should  be  protected 
and  exact  justice  done,  those  charged  with  the  adjustment  of  the  grant 
are  officers  of  the  law,  who  can  not  deviate  from  its  rule  because  obe- 
dience thereto  may  seemingly  inflict  individual  hardships. 

Had  the  Department  been  aware  of  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated 
in  the  petition  before  the  adjustment  of  the  grant,  it  is  hardly  probable 
that  it  would  have  required  the  Omaha  company  to  list  and  take  patenu$ 
for  the  described  land,  in  order  to  force  it  to  comply  with  the  spirit  of 
its  contract  with  the  Central  company.  For  the  officers  of  the  govern- 
ment thus  to  go  outside  of  their  legitimate  duties  to  settle  disputes  and 
enforce  contracts  between  parties  to  which  the  United  States  is  in  no 
way  privy,  would  be  entering  apoii  an  undertaking  of  more  vast  pro- 
portions than  the  business  of  the  government  itself.  The  questions  and 
complications  of  law  and  facts  incident  to  such  an  inquiry  would  be 
endless,  and,  as  probably  the  railroad  company  has  sold,  or  contracted 
to  sell,  other  lands,  more  perhaps  than  it  will  receive  patents  for,  if  the 
door  is  thrown  open  under  the  present  application  doubtless  other  peti- 
tioners would  set  up  like  claims  with  equal  or  even  greater  equities, 
and  the  executive  department,  organized  for  the  administration  of  the 
public  laws,  would  be  converted  into  a  tribunal  for  passing  uiK>n,  deter- 
mining and  enforcing  private  rights. 

It  may  be  that  these  parties  are  amply  protected  in  their  purchases 
by  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  January  13, 1881  (21  Stat.,  315),  or  of 
March  3, 1887  (24  Stat,  556),  if  they  choose  to  take  the  necessary  steps 
to  that  end. 

But,  without  expressing  an  opinion  on  that  subject,  which  I  am  not 
now  called  upon  to  do,  I  am  clear  in  my  convictions  that  the  prayer  of 
the  petitioners  should  be  rejected,  which  is  accordingly  done,  and  of 
which  you  will  notify  them,  and  file  the  petition  which  is  sent  to  you 
for  that  purpose. 
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BAILBOAB  OBANT-rNDEMNITY— WmTDRAWALr-SITBPBNSION  OP  PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 

Wisconsin  Obntbal  B.  E.  Co.  (On  Beyisw). 

The  lands  resenred  by  exeootive  order  for  indemnity  pnrpoees  under  the  grant  of 
June  3, 1856,  are  excluded  by  express  terms  firom  the  grant  made  by  section  3,  of 
the  act  of  May  5^  1864 ;  and  the  lands  so  withdrawn  and  reserved,  but  not  re- 
quired as  indemnity,  do  not  become  subject  to  the  latter  grant  on  the  final  ad- 
justment of  the  former. 

Application  for  suspension  of  action  under  the  departmental  decision  of  January  24, 
1890,  pending  Judicial  proceedings  denied. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offloey  December 

19,  1890. 

On  October  16, 1888.  year  office  held  for  cancellation  certain  lists  of 
land  presented  by  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad  Company  and  claimed 
as  part  of  its  granted  lands  nnder  the  act  of  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66). 
From  said  cancellation  the  company  appealed ;  and,  on  Janaary  24, 
1890,  the  action  of  yonr  office  was  approved  by  this  Department  (10  L. 
B.,  63).  On  May  17, 1890,  the  said  company  filed  here  a  petition  setting 
forth  that  the  lands  listed  as  above  are  valuable  for  the  timber  thereon, 
are  adjacent  to,  and  one  tract  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Ashland, 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin ;  that  petitioner,  relying  npon  its  supposed 
title  thereto,  has  sold  and  conveyed  divers  portions  of  said  lands;  that 
petitioner  has  instituted  cases  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the 
western  division  of  Wisconsin  against  William  O.  Forsythe  and  otherSf 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  judicial  determination  of  its  rights  to 
the  lands  in  question;  that  a  decision  is  expected  at  the  June  term, 
1890,  of  said  court,  when  it  is  expected  that  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  of  the 
United  States  supreme  court,  will  be  present  and  preside.  Wherefore, 
in  view  of  the  complications  which  may  arise,  if  the  lands  in  question 
are  thrown  open  to  the  public  before  title  to  the  same  shall  be  settled 
and  adjudicated  in  the  court,  the  great  embarrassment,  confusion  and 
ultimate  loss  which  will  occur  to  parties  settling  thereon  under  the  land 
laws,  shouUi  the  right  and  title  thereto  be  determined  to  be  in  the  com- 
pany under  its  grant,  it  is  asked  that  no  action  be  taken  by  the  Depart- 
ment looking  to  the  restoration  of  said  lands  to  the  public  domain,  and 
making  them  subject  to  settlement  and  entry,  until  said  cases  or  some 
of  them  may  be  determined,  and  rights  definitely  ascertained  in  respect 
to  the  same. 

The  lands  here  referred  to  are  those  within  the  overlapping  limits  of 
the  Omaha  Bail  way  grant  and  that  of  the  said  Wisconsin  Central  Com- 
pany. 

On  June  2, 1890,  the  attorney  for  the  Wisconsin  Central  filed  here  a 
supplemental  petition,  setting  forth  reasons  why  in  its  judgment  the 
lands  in  question  should  be  awarded  to  it,  and  why  no  action  should  be 
taken  under  the  departmental  decision,  until  the  courts  shall  have 
passed  upon  the  issues  involved. 
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Inasmuch  as  this  last  paper  sets  forth  reasons  why  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion should  be  awarded  to  the  Central  Company,  after  the  Department 
had  decided  in  10th  L.  D.,  that  said  lands  should  not  be  awarded  to 
that  company,  the  application,  to  that  extent,  is  a  motion  for  review ; 
and  not  having  been  filed  within  the  time  required  by  the  rules  might 
be  properly  disregarded. 

One  of  the  reasons  urged  in  favor  of  the  review  is,  that  it  having 
been  announced  in  10  L.  D.,  147,  that  the  Omaha  granf}  had  been 
finally  adjusted  and  fully  satisfied,  and  that  surplus  lands  were  left 
after  said  adjustment  and  satisfaction,  the  grant  of  1864  in  favor  of  the 
Central  Company  is  now  clearly  operative  upon  said  surplus  lands,  and 
in  &ct  has  been  all  the  time,  to  the  extent  that  they  might  not  ba 
required  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  the  Omaha  Company. 

The  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad  Company  v.  Forsythe, 
before  referred  to,  was  tried  at  the  June  term  of  the  United  States  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  western  district  of  Wisconsin,  but  has  not  yet 
been  reported.  On  September  15, 1890,  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered 
the  opinion  in  that  case,  which  was,  in  effect,  an  appeal  to  the  court 
from  the  previous  decisions  of  this  Department  in  respect  to  the  Omaha 
grants  and  the  grant  to  this  company  and  their  relations  to  each  other. 
In  an  exhaustive  opinion,  the  whole  subject,  in  all  its  aspects,  was  dis- 
cussed, the  departmental  decisions  quoted,  and  the  views  therein  ex- 
pressed were  concurred  in.  The  point  here  presented,  as  to  the  right 
of  the  Central  Company  to  the  surplus  lands,  after  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Omaha  grant,  was  pressed  in  that  case  and  was  fully  answered  by 
Justice  Harlan,  in  his  opinion,  a  copy  of  which  is  now  before  me,  as 
follows : 

Another  contention  npon  the  part  of  the  phiintiff  is  that,  even  conceding;  that  the 
lands  in  dispute  were  reserved  by  virtue  of  their  being  withdrawn  prior  to  1864  for 
indemnity  purposes,  yet  as  the  object  for  which  the  withdrawal  was  made,  namely, 
to  supply  deficiencies  in  the  place  limits  of  the  Bayfield  road,  were  fully  satisfied 
(before  the  defendant  made  his  entry),  by  the  final  adjustment  of  the  land  grant  for 
the  Omaha  road,  the  lands,  so  withdrawn,  would  be  affected  by  the  granting  clause 
in  the  third  section  of  the  act,  and  so  become  and  be  the  property  of  the  Central 
Company  under  that  section.  This  view  is  in  opposition  to  many  adjudged  caaes. 
Whatever  force  it  might  have  in  the  case  of  two  contemporaneous  grants  to  different 
companies,  covering  the  same  land,  in  neither  of  which  an  exception  was  made  of 
lands  '*  reserved  to  the  United  States,^'  it  can  have  no  application  where,  as  in  the 
present  case,  the  statute  expressly  reserves  and  excludes  from  its  operation  any  and 
all  lands  so  reserved.  If  these  lands  were  reserved  when  the  act  of  1864  was  passed, 
they  certainly  were  not  granted  by  the  third  section  of  that  act  to  the  Central  road 
and  could  not  get  into  the  grant  to,  and  become  the  property  of  the  Central  Com- 
pany, by  reason  simply  of  their  not  being  required  for  the  adjustment  of  a  different 
grant  made  for  another  road.    This  view  is  illustrated  by  several  cases. 

And  the  cases  of  Elansas  Pacific  Railroad  v.  Dunmeyer  113  U.  S.,  629, 
Bullard  v.  Des  Moines  B.  B.,  122  XJ.  S.,  167-176,  and  Hastings,  and  Da- 
kota By.  V.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.,  367,  were  quoted  in  support. 
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After  cliscussing  another  qaestion,  the  opinion  continnes: 

It  waa  stated  at  the  bar  that  the  decision  of  this  case  and  two  other  cases  in  eject- 
ment, tried  at  the  same  time  and  depending  upon  the  same  facts,  would  indirectly 
afifect  the  title  to  large  tracts  of  land,  in  the  same  eituation  as  the  particular  lands 
hero  in  dispute,  and  which  have  been  heretofore  sold  in  good  faith,  by  the  Central 
Company,  to  bona  fide  purchasers  in  the  belief  that  they  were  embraced  in  the  grant 
in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  5,  1864,  and  not  excluded  from  the  operation  of 
that  act  by  the  sixth  section  relating  to  lands  reserved  to  the  United  States ;  and  that 
a  decision  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  the  present  case  would  produce  great  con- 
fusion and  trouble  among  such  purchasers.  In  view  of  this  statement  the  court  has 
felt  it  to  be  its  duty  to  embody  in  this  opinion  all  the  material  facts  shown  in  evi- 
dence, and  to  state  fully  the  grounds  upon  which  its  conclusion  rests.  That  con- 
clusion is : 

That  the  lands  in  dispute  were  not  granted  by  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of 
the  road  mentioned  in  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  5,  1864,  and  that  the  grant 
for  the  benefit  of  the  railroad  beginning  at  a  point  on  the  line  from  the  St.  Croix 
Biver  or  Lake  to  the  west  end  of  Lake  Superior,  and  extending  to  Bayfield,  de- 
scribed in  the  first  section  of  that  act,  having  been  fully  adjusted  by  the  United 
States  with  the  only  company  that  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  last  named 
grant,  the  lands  in  dispute  became  part  of  the  public  domain,  in  virtue  of  the  orders 
bubsequently  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  were  thereafter  opened  to 
entry  under  the  homestead  and  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States. 

In  view  of  this  clear  exposition  of  the  law  by  so  eminent  a  jurist, 
and  my  own  convictionSf  I  am  not  persaaded  by  the  theory  of  counsel 
to  reverse  the  former  decisions  of  the  Department  in  this  case. 

That  portion  of  the  application  which  asks  that  the  lands  in  question 
be  retained  in  reservation  until  the  final  adjudication,  by  the  courts, 
of  the  claims  and  pretensions  of  the  Central  Company,  raises  a  ques- 
tion of  administrative  policy;  upon  the  full  consideration  whereof,  I 
am  not  disposed  to  accede  to  the  request  made. 

The  matter  of  the  rights  of  the  Omaha  and  Central  Companies  under 
their  respective  grants,  and  their  relations  to  each  other,  has  been  the 
subject  of  consideration  and  reconsideration  by  this  Department  for  a 
number  of  years.  My  predecessor,  Secretary,  now  Mr.  Justice,  Lamar 
gave  them  a  most  careful  examination,  as  will  be  seen  by  his  opinions 
in  6  L.  D.,  190,  and  195.  My  own  decision  in  10  L.  D.,  63,  was  made 
after  a  careful  review  of  the  whole  subject,  and  I  have  no  doubt  about 
its  correctness ;  and  it  is  now  re-inforced  by  that  of  so  eminent  a  jurist 
as  Mr.  Justice  Harlan.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  impressed 
with  the  belief  that  it  wonld  be  unwise,  if  not  a  grave  dereliction  of 
duty,  to  interfere  with  the  regular  course  of  administration  by  retain- 
ing in  reservation,  for  an  indefinite  period,  some  200,000  acres  of  land, 
which  my  predecessor,  myself,  and  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  have  held  to  be 
public  lands,  and  ought  to  be  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  entry.  If 
such  action  shonld  be  taken  in  the  present  instance,  it  is  not  seen  how 
it  codld  well  be  refused,  where  any  claim  is  set  up  to  a  tract  of  land. 
Any  one,  claiming  rights  as  a  settler  or  entryman,  which  have  been 
passed  upon  adversely  by  this  Department,  would  have  a  right  to  ex- 
pect that  the  particular  tract  claimed  by  him  should  be  held  in  reser- 
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vation  until  he  had  his  rights  fiaally  acUudicated  by  the  sapreme  court 
of  the  Uuited  States. 

The  application  of  the  Central  Company  is  denied,  of  which  you  will 
inform  it;  and  the  papers  relating  thereto  are  herewith  sent  yon. 


PBACTICE— REHTC  A  RTNG>  N  B WLY  BISCOVEBED  EVIDENCE. 

MoKiNNis  v.  State  of  Obe(K>n. 

An  appliofttion  for  lehearing  on  the  ground  of  newly  discoyered  evidenoe  shoold  be 
supported  by  the  affldavita  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  applioant  expects  to 
prove  the  alleged  additional  facts. 

A  lehearing  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence  where 
due  diligence  is  not  shown  in  making  known  the  aUeged  discovery  and  taking 
action  theieon. 

The  failure  of  the  applicant's  attorney  to  properly  conduct  the  case  does  not  fnmiah 
ground  for  a  rehearing. 

Where  the  local  office,  the  General  Land  Office,  and  the  Department,  concur  in  a  find- 
ing of  fact,  and  that  fact  is  the  only  issue  in  the  case,  a  very  strong  and  clear 
showing  is  required  to  justify  a  reversal  of  said  decisions  on  review. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commimoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

20, 1890. 

Charles  McKinuis  has  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  departmental  de- 
cision of  March  31, 1890,  in  the  case  of  said  McEinnis  v.  The  State  of 
Oregon,  involving  the  E.  ^  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  8,  and  the  E.  i  of  the 
ISW.  i  of  Sec.  17,  T.  41  S.,  R.  25  E.,  Willamette  Meridian,  Lakeview 
land  district,  Oregon. 

The  sole  question  in  issue  is  whether  the  tract  in  question  is  swamp- 
hind  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  acts  of  September  2Sj  1850  (9 
Stat.,  519)  and  March  12, 1860  (12  Stat,  3). 

McKinnis  offered  his  declaratory  statement  June  23, 1885,  but  it  was 
refused  by  the  local  officers  because  the  tract  therein  described  had  pre- 
viously (January  6, 1883,)  been  included  in  a  list  of  selections  of  swamp 
lands  filed  by  said  State.  McKinnis  thereupon  filed  affidavit  of  contest ; 
a  hearing  was  had ;  and  on  the  evidence  adduced  the  local  officers 
decided  (August  13, 1886,)  that  the  tract  was  swamp-land.  McKinnis 
appealed  to  your  office,  which  (January  2, 1889,)  affirmed  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers.  He  then  appealed  to  the  Department,  which,  after 
a  careful  examination  of  the  voluminous  testimony  taken  atthe  hearing, 
on  March  31,  1890  {supra)^  affirmed  the  decision  of  your  office. 

The  sole  ground  of  review  is  that  of  newly  discovered  evidence. 
Accompanying  the  application  are  a  number  of  affidavits  embodying 
said  evidence — sworn  to  by  Woodson  Garrard,  Thomas  Wheeler,  David 
Lodge,  Peter  Peterson,  E.  0.  Glark,  and  Fllander  Bonnom. 

Besides  those  above  named,  the  applicant  refers  to  P.  H.  Dolan  and 
Ileury  Coleman,  as  persons  whose  residence  he  has  but  recently  dis- 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  619 

covered,  and  who  would,  if  a  re-hearing  were  allowed,  testify  to  the 
effect  that  the  land  is  not  swamp  iu  character. 

An  affidavit  of  an  applicant  as  to  what  some  witness  would  testify  if 
called  upon,  does  not  furnish  sufficient  ground  for  review.  In  view  of 
the  rule  that  '<  such  affidavits  after  judgment,  are  to  be  received  with 
great  caution,  for  the  reason  that  they  are  apt  to  encourage  fraud  " 
(Caledonia  Mining  Company  v.  Eowen,  2  L.  D.,  720 ;  Thorpe  v.  McWil- 
liams,  3  L.  D.,  344),  far  less  weight  should  be  given  where  no  affidavits  are 
filed  from  the  parties  whose  testimony  is  relied  upon  to  reverse  the  decis- 
ion, the  only  affidavit  being  that  of  the  applicant,  alleging  what  they 
would  testify  if  called  upon.  The  motion  and  affidavit  of  an  applicant 
must  be  ^'  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  the  persons  by  whom  he  expects 
to  prove  the  same  ^  (Swanson  v.  Anderson,  on  review,  December  27, 1889 — 
not  reported).  ^<A  statement  of  what  an  applicant  expects  to  be  able 
to  prove  is  no  ground  for  review  ^  (Cobby  v.  Fox,  10  L.  D.,  483).  This 
disposes  of  so  much  of  applicant's  motion  as  refers  to  said  Dolan  and 
Coleman. 

The  applicant  in  his  affidavit  states : 

That  he  had  no  knowledge  that  he  conld  pr  ove  the  facts  he  now  expects  to  prove 
by  said  Thomas  Wheeler  until  on  or  about  the  2  3d  of  September,  1686 ;  that  he  had 
no  knowledge  that  he  could  prove  the  facts  he  now  expects  to  prove  by  P.  H.  Dolan 
until  on  or  about  Che  first  day  of  October,  1886 ;  that  he  had  no  knowledge  that  he 
could  prove  the  facts  that  he  now  expects  to  prove  by  Henry  Coleman  until  on  or 
about  the  10th  day  of  May,  1887 ;  that  he  had  no  knowledge  that  he  could  prove  the 
facts  he  now  expects  to  prove  by  R.  C.  Clark  until  September  22,  1890 ;  that  he  had 
no  knowledge  that  he  could  prove  the  facts  he  now  expects  to  prove  by  Fllander 
Bonnom  until  the  first  day  of  October,  1890. 

The  above  showing  does  not  indicate  <<due  diligence"  in  making 
known  to  yoor  office  or  to  the  Department  the  facts  which  he  now 
acknowledges  he  knew  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  October,  1887.  Be- 
tween that  date  and  March  31, 1890 — the  date  of  the  departmental 
decision  complained  of— he  allowed  two  and  a  half  years  to  elapse,  and 
not  until  after  said  decision  against  him  was  rendered  did  he  give  any 
intimation  that  he  had  in  reserve  valuable  evidence  having  a  bearing 
on  his  case.  Such  evidence  can  not  now  be  considered  as  '<  newly  dis- 
covered evidence."  To  grant  a  rehearing  upon  the  basis  of  such  evi- 
dence would  encourage  the  trial  of  cases  by  piecemeal,  and  allow  a 
party  to  keep  back  his  most  conclusive  proof  for  an  emergency — a  course 
which  would  be  unjust  to  the  opposing  party,  and  a  practice  not  toler- 
ated iu  courts  of  law. 

McKinnis  alleges  that  at  least  a  portion  of  the  evidence  herein  re- 
ferred to  would  have  been  offered  at  the  hearing,  or  placed  before  the 
Department  at  an  earlier  date,  but  for  the  failure  of  his  counsel  to  per- 
form his  duty ;  '^  that  his  counsel  in  Oregon  has  seemingly  retarded  his 
case,  and  obstructed  rather  than  aided  and  assisted  him  in  getting  the 
case  before  the  Department  in  due  time  and  proper  form."  But  the  fact 
<*  that  applicant's  attorney  did  not  conduct  the  case  as  skilfully  as  it 
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might  have  been  conducted  affords  do  ground  for  review  or  rehearing" 
(Cobby  V.  Fox,  10  L.  D.,  483). 

There  remain,  as  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  Department  in  con- 
nection with  the  motion  for  review  in  the  case  at  bar,  only  the  afBdft- 
vits  of  B.  0.  Clark  and  Filander  Bonnom. 

B.  C.  Clark  in  his  afBdavit  states : 

That  I  am  aoquainted  with  Coleman  Valley,  Oregon;  that  I  was  there  in  1863; 

that  the  conn  try  through  which  I  paaeed  at  that  time  was  as  dry  then  as  it 

has  been  the  past  seven  or  eight  yean ;  and  that  the  vegetation  growing  npon  Cole- 
man Valley  in  1863  was  mnoh  larger  than  at  the  present  time,  said  vegetation  at  thai 
time  being  rabbit- brush,  grease-wood,  rye-grass,  and  some  native  grasses  sni table  for 
pasture  or  hay ;  that  from  my  knowledge  and  observation  of  Coleman  Valley,  and  of 
lands  in  general  in  its  vicinity,  I  am  able  to  Judge  with  reasonable  certainty  that 
the  lands  in  contest  were  no  more  swampy  on  March  12, 1860,  than  in  1863,  when  I 
saw  them  first. 

Filander  Bonnom  in  his  afSdavit  states : 

That  he  knew  the  land  in  Sees.  8  and  17,  T.  41  S.,  R.  26  £.,  W.  M.,  Oregon  (more 
commonly  known  as  Coleman  Valley,  Oregon,)  in  the  month  of  June,  1863;  at  that 
time  the  vegetation  growing  on  a  greater  portion  of  the  land  was  rye-grass,  sage- 
brush, and  grease-wood;  that  willows  were  growing  in  bunches  along  the  creek;  also 
a  strip  of  meadow-land  from  one  to  two  hundred  yards  in  width  adjoined  the  creek ; 
that  the  land  looked  as  if  it  needed  irrigation  rather  than  reclamation ;  that  he  saw 
nothing  to  indicate  that  the  land  was  swamp  or  overflowed ;  that  it  had  more  the  ap- 
pearance of  being  of  a  desert  character  than  that  of  a  swamp ;  that  from  his  personal 
knowledge  and  observation  of  the  land  in  1863,  it  could  not  have  been  swampy  on 
March  12,  1860.  He  further  states  that  he  has  recently  seen  the  said  land,  and  that 
it  is  of  the  character  above  described. 

Coansel  for  McKinnis  contend  that  the  foregoing  is  newly  discovered 
evidence,  and  that  it  is  not  cnmulative  evidence,  because  it  reaches 
back  to  an  earlier  date  than  that  of  any  witness  examined  at  the  hear- 
ing; and  that  '<if  proof  is  made  at  a  rehearing,  as  stated  in  said  affi- 
davits, it  will  conclusively  overcome  all  testimony  heretofore  offered  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  contrary The  condition  of  the  land  at  a  date 

nearest  to  the  date  of  the  grant  is  presumed  to  be  its  condition  at  the 
date  of  the  grant"  In  support  of  this  position  they  quote  from  the  de- 
partmental decision  of  April  9, 1885,  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Oregon 
(3  L.  D.,  476,  last  pari) graph),  and  that  of  Millard  v.  State  of  Oregon  (5 
C.  L.  O.,  179).  In  view  of  said  decisions  it  is  contended  that,  in  the  case 
at  bar,  the  testimony  of  Clark  and  Bonnom  ought  to  be  held  as  oyer- 
coming  that  of  the  witnesses  for  the  State  introduced  at  the  hearing 
already  had ;  hence,  that  a  new  hearing  should  be  had,  at  which  said 
Clark  and  Bonnom  should  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  testify. 

A  careful  perusal  of  the  affidavits  hereinbefore  quoted  shows  that, 
so  far  as  appears,  the  said  Bonnom  was  on  the  land  but  once  until  ^^  re- 
cently," to  wit,  <<  in  the  month  of  June,  1863;"  and  that  the  said  Clarke 
was  on  the  laud  but  once,  to  wit,  as  he  passed  through  the  country  <<  in 
1863,"  not  specifying  the  month. 

The  field-notes  of  survey  shed  no  light  on  the  character  of  the  land, 
further  than  that  the  land  is  <^  subject  to  annual  inundation," 
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Where  the  local  officers,  your  office,  and  the  Department,  have  all 
concarred  in  a  finding  as  to  a  given  fact,  and  that  fact  the  only  issne 
in  the  case  from  the  beginning,  a  very  strong  and  clear  showing  is  in- 
dispensable before  such  a  aniform  line  of  decisions  will  be  reversed — 
the  more  so  when  such  reversal  would  involve  a  violation  of  established 
precedents  in  similar  cases  which  have  previously,  after  full  and  care- 
ful consideration,  been  decided  by  the  Department  (Boyd  v.  Oregon,  10 
L.  D.,  316). 

Even  conceding  that,  in  case  another  hearing  were  had,  said  Olark 
and  Bonnom  were  to  testify  as  set  forth  in  their  affidavits,  in  my  opin- 
ion it  would  not,  in  connection  with  the  testimony  adduced  at  the  hear- 
ing already  had,  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  departmental 
decision  a  review  of  which  is  now  sought. 

The  application  for  a  rehearing  is  therefore  denied. 


PRACTICB-APPBAIr-NOTICB. 
HOBAOB  H.  BABNES. 

Ad  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an  application  to  enter  will  not  be  entertained,  in 

the  absence  of  notice  to  an  advene  claimant  of  record. 

First  As8i4tt(mt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  20, 1890. 

Your  letter  of  November  8,  1889,  transmitted  to  this  Department 
the  appeal  of  Horace  H.  Barnes  from  your  ruling  of  August  17,  1889, 
affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  application  to 
make  timber  culture  entry  (not  homestead  entry  as  stated  in  your  de- 
cision) for  the  NE.  J  Sec.  7,  T.  1  N.,  B.  48  W.,  Denver,  Colorado  land 
district. 

On  June  8, 1889,  Barnes  made  application  to  make  timber  culture 
entry  for  this  land  and  the  same  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  ^<  for 
the  reason  that  said  tract  is  covered  by  the  timber  culture  entry  of 
John  A.  Burrows  No.  2808  made  Julj  21,  1885,"  from  which  ruling 
Barnes  appealed  to  your  office  and  on  August  17, 1889,  you  sustained 
said  action  and  from  this  ruling  of  your  office  he  appealed  to  this  De- 
partment. 

It  appears  that  on  July  21, 1885,  one  John  A.  Burrows  made  timber 
culture  entry  for  this  tract,  the  affidavits,  including  the  non-mineral, 
being  insufficient,  his  entry  was  held  for  cancellation,  and  on  August 
25, 1887,  he  filed  supplemental  timber  culture  and  non-mineral  affida- 
vits, also  an  explanatory  sworn  statement  in  which  he  sets  forth  among 
other  matters  that  when  he  made  the  entry  he  was  ignorant  of  the  law; 
that  he  had  not  seen  the  land,  but  had  been  advised  that  the  non- 
mineral  affidavit  could  be  based  on  information  and  belief,  etc.,  and  he 
asked  to  substitute  the  said  affidavits  for  the  original,  and  that  his 
entry  be  allowed  to  stand,  as  a  valid  entry. 
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On  April  28, 1888,  yoar  office  passed  upon  the  case  thus  presented 
and  said :  <*  After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  papers  presented  I 
can  not  think  that  Burrows  made  this  entry  in  good  faith  and  the  entry 
is  therefore  held  for  cancellation,  subject  to  appeal  within  the  usual 
time.'* 

No  appeal  was  taken  from  this  decision  and  on  June  17, 1889,  in  re- 
ply to  your  office  inquiry  the  local  officers  informed  your  office  that 
^'the  party  was  duly  notifled,  but  has  failed  to  appeal  from  said  de- 
cision." 

On  June  8,  1889,  the  appellant  Barnes,  made  application  to  make 
timber  culture  entry  for  said  land  and  the  same  was  rejected  as  herein 
before  stated,  from  which  he  appealed  to  your  office,  on  July  12,  1889. 

On  July  6, 1889,  your  office  sent  to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Den- 
ver land  office  a  letter  in  which  you  refer  to  their  letter  of  August  25, 
1887,  transmitting  Burrows'  supplemental  affidavits,  also  to  your  offic  j 
letter  of  April  28, 1888,  in  which  you  held  his  entry  for  cancellation, 
also  to  their  letter  of  June  17,  1889,  notifying  your  office  that  he  had 
not  appealed,  and  proceeding,  you  refer  to  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  case  of  G-riffith  W.  McMillan  (8  L.  D.  478)  and  conclude  by 
saying:  <^  In  view  of  this  decision  I  have  decided  to  change  the  former 
action  of  this  office  and  allow  the  entry  of  Burrows  to  remain  intact  on 
the  record." 

On  August  17, 1889,  your  letter  to  the  local  officers  at  Denver  land 
office,  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  their  letter  transmitting  the  appeal 
of  Barnes  from  their  rejection  of  his  application  to  make  timber  culture 
entry  for  the  land,  and  you  affirmed  their  action  because  the  records  of 
your  office  showed  the  entry  of  Burrows  to  be  intact,  from  which  Barnes 
appealed  to  this  Department.    This  is  the  case  as  it  appears  of  record. 

This  statement  of  facts  shows  that  Burrows  is,  by  reason  of  his  sub- 
sisting entry,  a  claimant  of  record  for  the  land  involved  and  as  such  is 
entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal  herein.  Such  notice  not  having  been 
served  on  him,  this  Department  will  not,  under  the  circumstances,  con- 
sider the  appeal.  If  Burrows'  entry  ought  to  be  canceled  that  end  may 
be  attained  by  a  proper  procedure  on  the  part  of  Barnes  or  any  other 
interested  party. 

The  appeal  of  BarneS|  for  the  reasons  set  forth|  is  dismissed. 
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PBACTICE   TRANSFEREE— BBTIBW* 

James  Boss. 

If  the  showing  made  by  the  transferee  would  not  entitle  the  entryman  to  he  heard  on 
review,  the  application  therefor,  on  behalf  of  the  transferee,  most  be  denied. 

Motions  for  review  mast  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  the  party,  or  his  attorney, 
that  the  motion  is  made  in  good  faith,  and  not  for  theparpose  of  delay. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

20, 1890. 

I  have  before  me  a  motioD  for  review  of  the  departmental  decision 
dated  May  19, 1890,  in  the  case  of  James  Boss,  involving  the  commated 
homestead  entry  of  said  Koss  for  the  NE.  |  of  Sec.  12,  T.  135  N.,  B.  51 
W.,  Fargo,  Dakota. 

On  the  2nd  day  of  Angnst,  1886,  yonr  office  rejected  Boss'  commutation 
final  proof  for  the  tract  and  held  his  homestead  entry  for  cancellation 
from  which  he  appealed,  and  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1888,  the  De- 
partment found,  that  '^  the  facts  presented  by  the  final  proof  not  only 
fail  to  show  that  the  claimant  ever  in  good  faith  established  a  residence 
on  this  land,  but  when  taken  in  connection  with  his  total  abandonment 
of  the  land  on  the  same  day  he  received  final  certificate  therefor,  con- 
vince me  that  be  was  acting  in  bad  faith  in  this  matter,  and  was  en- 
deavoring to  obtain  title  to  this  tract  of  land  without  complying  with 
the  requirements  of  law,"  and  thereupon  affirmed  said  decision  of  your 
office. 

A  motion  for  review  and  reconsideration  of  said  departmental  decis- 
ion was  filed  by  Boss  and  on  the  12th  day  of  February,  1890,  upon  full 
consideration  was  denied. 

Upon  receipt  of  said  decision  by  Boss'  attorneys  they,  as  the  attor- 
neys for  ^^The  Colonial  and  United  States  Mortgage  Company,  Limited," 
of  London,  England,  transferee  of  said  James  Boss,  applied  to  yonr  office 
for  the  issuance  of  an  order  for  new  publication  and  submission  of  new 
proof  by  said  transferee.  This  application  your  office  refused  on  the 
ground  that  as  a  final  decision  had  been  rendered  by  the  Department, 
and  the  case  closed,  your  office  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  premises. 

Thereupon  said  attorneys  applied  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  on  the 
ground  that  the  .several  decisions  hereinbefore  referred  to  against  the 
entryman  have  <'  no  bearing  whatever  as  to  the  rights  of  the  transferee^ 
who  has  never  been  heard  nor  had  his  day  in  court,"  which  application 
was  upon  full  consideration  denied  on  the  19th  day  of  February,  1890. 
October  2, 1890,  the  same  attorneys  filed  the  motion  for  review  of  said 
decision  of  February  19, 1890. 

There  is  but  a  single  question  presented  by  the  motion  under  consid- 
eration which  is  stated  by  the  attorneys  representing  the  motion,  to 
be:  ''Did  not  the  company  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage  given  by  Boss 
to  themi  acquire  some  interest  in  the  premises  t  ^    This  question  was 
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passed  upon  in  the  opinion  sought  to  be  reviewed,  at  least  so  far  as  the 
same  is  material.  That  a  transferee  or  mortgagee  is  injured^by  the  de- 
cisiou  is  no  ground  for  review,  as  his  rights  are  in  no  sense  other  or 
different  from  those  of  the  entryman.  A.  A.  Joline  (5  L.  D.,  589) ;  Chas« 
W.  McKallor  (9  L.  D.,  580). 

If  the  showing  made  by  the  transferee  would  not  entitle  the  entry- 
man  to  be  heard  on  review,  the  application  must  be  denied.  The  entry- 
man  appeared  and  hotly  contested  every  point  therein,  and  nothing: 
could  be  gained  by  going  over  the  same  ground  at  the  instance  of  the 
transferee. 

The  motion  under  consideration  does  not  conform  to  the  Bules  of 
Practice.  Bule  78,  requires  that:  *^ Motions  for  rehearing  and  review 
must  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  the  partyi  or  his  attorney,  that 
the  motion  is  made  in  good  faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  delay." 

While  there  is  such  a  statement  as  Bule  78  requires  attached  to  the 
motion,  there  is  no  evidence  of  it  having  been  sworn  to.  In  view  of 
the  foregoing  the  motion  is  denied. 


application  for  hepaymbnt-watveb  op  appeajl. 

Unicobn  Plaoeb. 

An  appeal  ftom  a  decision  holding  au  entry  for  cancellation  is  waived  by  a  snbae- 
qnent  application  for  tlie  repayment  of  the  purchase  money. 

Fint  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  December  23, 1890. 

Tour  letter  of  December  2, 1889,  transmitted  the  appeal  of  Theodore 
F.  Van  Wagenen,  trustee,  etc.,  in  the  matter  of  the  Unicorn  placer 
claim  (mineral  entry  No.  2884),  from  your  decision  holding  for  canoel- 
lation  said  mineral  entry  for  the  Unicorn  placer  claim,  embracing  the 
S.  J  of  8.  J  of  NE.  Jof  SB.  J,  the  K  J  of  S.  J  of  SB.  i,  the  N.  J  8.  J  SW.  \ 
of  SB.  i  the  8.  i  of  N  W.  i  of  SB.  J,  the  NB.  J  of  SW.  J  the  8.  ^  of 
SW.  J  of  N W.  J,  and  the  N.  ^  of  N W.  i  of  SW.  i  of  Sec.  36,  T.  11  8., 
B.  80  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Leadville,  Colorado  land  district. 

Your  letter  of  August  11,  1890,  transmitted  an  application  by  the 
Twin  Lakes  Hydraulic  Gold  Mining  Syndicate,  for  repayment  of  the 
purchase  money  paid  on  this  entry,  and  on  entry  No»  2802,  the  Oapri- 
corn  placer  claim,  decided  by  this  Department  June  7, 1890  (10  L.  D., 
641),  and  on  entry  No.  2883,  the  Ritchie  Patch  placer  claim.  The  latter 
two,  like  this,  having  been  made  by  said  Van  Wagenen. 

It  is  claimed  by  Van  Wagenen  that  he  is  the  trustee  for  the  Twin 
Lakes  Hydraulic  Gold  Mining  Sydicate,  a  corporation,  but  it  was  held 
in  the  case  of  Capricorn  placer  claim  supra^  that  <^  The  trustee  in  this 
case  as  disclosed  by  the  record  is  merely  the  agent,  for  a  special  par- 
pose,  of  an  alien  corporation."  The  same  is  true  of  the  trusteeship  in 
the  case  at  bar,  and  the  action  of  the  principal  (the  corporation)  in  ap- 
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plying  for  a  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  is  in  effect  an  abandon- 
ment or  waiver  of  the  appeal  of  the  agent  (trustee;  it  being  really  the 
appeal  of  the  corporation,  and  the  appeal  herein  is  therefore  dismissed. 
See  Michael  Shannon  (9  L.  D.,  643). 

The  application  for  repayment  not  having  been  considered  by  your 
office,  because  of  the  pendency  of  two  of  the  cases  in  this  Department, 
is  returned  to  your  office  for  your  consideration. 


BAILBOAD  LANDS— FOBFEITUHE  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  89,  1880. 

INSTBUCTIONS. 

The  IftDgiiage  in  section  2  of  said  act  anthoriziug  **  a  second  homestead  entry"  refers 
only  to  those  persons  who  had  theretofore  made  a  homestead  entry  hut  failed 
fh>m  any  cause  to  perfect  the  same.  The  object  of  such  proYision  being  to  allow 
any  one  qualified,  who  had  not  theretofore  secured  a  piece  of  land  under  the 
homestead  law,  to  obtain  a  tract  of  the  forfeited  land  under  said  law,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  take  said  land  out  of  the  operation  of  the  pre-emption  law. 

In  establishing  the  terminals  separating  the  granted  lands  from  those  forfeited  on  the 
main  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  between  Wallnla  and  Portland  the  lines  should 
be  run  at  right  angles  to  the  general  course  of  the  last  twenty-five  miles  of  the 
road. 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  G,  of  said  act  the  Northern  Pacific  Company  should 
be  caUed  upon  to  elect  as  to  the  alternate  odd  numbered  sections  it  will  take  in 
satisfaction  of  the  moiety  for  its  constructed  branch  line  where  the  limits  of  such 
line  overlap  the  limits  of  the  forfeited  main  line,  and  the  remaining  odd  sections 
be  restored  to  the  public  domain. 

The  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  road  should  be  called  upon  to  indicate  the  exact  point 
where  its  line  will  cross  the  New  Orleans  and  Northeastern  road. 

Directions  given  for  a  rule  on  certain  companies  to  show  cause  why  the  indemnity 
withdrawals  made  for  their  benefit  should  not  be  revoked. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommis^ioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

24, 1890. 

By  letter  of  October  28, 1890,  you  submitted  for  my  approval  a  draft 
of  a  circular  letter  of  instructions  under  the  forfeiture  act  of  September 
29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496). 

Section  1  declares  a  general  forfeiture  of  granted  lands  opposite  the 
nnconstructed  portions  of  land-graut  railroads. 

Section  2,  of  said  act  provides : 

That  all  persons  who,  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act,  are  actual  settlers  in 
good  faith  on  any  of  the  lands  hereby  forfeited  and  are  otherwise  qualified,  on  mak- 
ing due  claim  on  said  lands  under  the  homestead  law  within  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  this  act,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  preference  right  to  enter  the  same  under  the 
provisions  of  the  homestead  law  and  this  aot^  and  shall  be  regarded  as  such  actual 
settlers  from  the  date  of  actual  settlement  or  occupation ;  and  any  person  who  has 
not  heretofore  had  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  law,  or  who  has  failed 
from  any  cause  to  perfect  the  title  to  a  tract  of  land  heretofore  entered  by  him  ntider 
either  of  said  laws,  may  make  a  second  homestead  entry  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act. 
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Yoa  state  that  a  strict  coDBtmction  of  this  langaage  woald  exdade 
from  the  privilege  of  a  second  homestead  entry  granted  by  this  section, 
any  person  who  had  perfected  title  to  land  nnder  either  the  homestead 
or  pre-emption  law,  and  would  confer  the  privilege  only  apon  those  who 
had  made  an  entry  nnder  either  law,  and  failed  from  any  cause  to  per- 
fect title  to  the  same,  bat  that  this  construction  is  repugnant  to  the  idea 
of  a  second  homestead  entry,  *'  for  unless  the  settler  had  heretofore 
made  a  homestead  entry,  the  necessity  for  the  privilege  of  a  second 
homestead  entry  does  not  arise/'  You  then  express  the  belief  that 
'<  the  intention  of  this  act  is  to  permit  a  second  entry  where  the  party 
has  not  heretofore  i)erfected*  title  under  both  homestead  and  pre-emp- 
tion laws,  thus  to  permit  him  to  acquire,  in  the  aggregate  three  hon. 
dred  and  twenty  acres  under  both  of  said  laws." 

It  is  clear  that  the  first  clause  of  the  section  allows  the  actual  settler, 
if  qualified,  to  make  a  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  upon  which  he  has 
made  settlement,  and  this  as  a  preference  right  to  be  exercised  within 
six  months  after  the  passage  of  the  act.  While  the  language  of  the 
second  clause  is  somewhat  ambiguous,  I  have  concluded  that  the  lan- 
guage authorizing  ^<  a  second  homestead  entry  "  refers  only  to  those  per- 
sons who  had  theretofore  made  a  homestead  entry  but  failed  from  any 
cause  to  perfect  the  same.  The  object  is  to  allow  any  one  qualified  who 
had  not  theretofore  secured  a  piece  of  land  under  the  homestead  law  to 
obtain  a  tract  of  these  forfeited  lands  nnder  that  law,  and  at  the  same 
time  to  take  these  lands  out  of  the  operation  of  the  pre-emption  law. 

I  suggest  that  the  circular  instructions  under  the  third  section  of  the 
act  be  in  the  words  of  the  act  itself,  with  the  addition  of  the  instruo 
tions  now  in  the  circular  as  to  the  provisos  to  said  section. 

By  the  first  section  of  the  act  the  grant  to  the  Noi*thern  Pacific  rail- 
road company  appertaining  to  the  main  line  between  Wallula,  Wash- 
ington, and  Portland,  Oregon,  is  forfeited. 

This  renders  it  necessary  to  establish  terminals  separating  the  granted 
lands  from  those  forfeited,  at  these  points. 

On  August  13, 1885,  the  question  of  fixing  the  terminal  limit  at  Wal- 
lula was  considered  by  the  Department  (5  L.  D.,  459),  and  it  was  held 
that  the  line  should  be  run  at  right  angles  to  the  general  course  of  the 
last  section  (of  twenty-five  miles)  of  the  road. 

By  the  fourth  section  of  the  grant  for  said  company  it  is  enacted : 

That  whenever  said  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  shaU  have  twenty-five 
consecutive  miles  of  any  portion  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  ready  for  the  serv- 
ice contemplated,  the  President  of  the  United  States  shaU  appoint  three  commisstonerB 
to  examine  the  same,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  twenty-five  eonseciitive  miles  of  said 
road  and  telegraph  line  have  heen  completed,  in  a  good,  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner,  as  in  all  other  respects  required  by  this  act,  the  Commissioners  shall  so  re- 
port to  the  President  of  the  United  States;  and  patents  of  land  as  aforesaid  shaU  be 
issued  to  said  company,  confirming  to  said  company  the  right  and  title  to  said  lands, 
situated  opposite  and  coterminous  with  said  completed,  section  of  said  road.     .    .    . 

.  .  And  so,  from  time  to  time,  whenever  twenty-five  additional  eonsecntive  miles 
shall  have  been  constructed.    (13  Stat.,  367). 
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BeferriDgto  tliese  provisions  the  Secretary  in  his  decision  of  1885 
said: 

From  these  provisions  as  the  railroad  company  completed  each  coDseoative  twenty- 
Ave  miles  of  road,  upon  report  of  the  commissioaers,  the  grant  mnst  be  confirmed  by 
patents  for  the  land  on  each  side  of  the  road  corresponding  with  the  section  of  the 
road  completed.  If  it  is  to  be  confirmed  by  patent,  as  each  twenty-five  miles  is  con- 
structed, a  determination  of  boundary  mnst  precede  the  patent,  the  presumption 
would  arise  that  either  at  or  before  the  time  the  inspection  was  made,  the  law  con- 
templated that  the  terminal  limit  of  the  twenty-five  miles  inspected  was  to  be  fixed. 
By  the  provisions  of  the  grant,  such  inspection  would  fix  the  terminal  limit  of  land 
to  be  patented  and  thus,  for  purposes  of  patenting,  the  road  as  constructed,  would 
be  divided  in  patenting  sections  of  twenty-five  miles  each,  the  boundary  of  each  of 
such  sections  fixed  at  or  before  the  time  of  inspection. 

The  grant  then  having  divided  the  road  into  sections  of  twenty-five  miles  for  pur- 
poses of  boundary  and  patenting,  in  fixing  the  boundary  of  this  last  section  by  the 
provisions  of  the  grant  alone,  (excluding  all  extraneous  facts,)  as  the  courses  of  the 
road  are  various,  some  general  course  must  be  adopted  from  which  to  fix  the  terminal 
line. 

The  subject  of  the  course  to  be  fixed  was  considered  in  a  decision  rendered  by  Sec- 
retary Thompson,  on  the  23d  of  February,  1858,  reported  in  1st  Lester,  page  527,  also 
in  the  case  of  the  Flint  and  Pere  Marquette  Railroad,  by  Secretary  Kirk  wood,  on 
September  1,  1881  (1  L.  D.,  394) ;  and  also  was  incidentally  discussed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v,  Burlington  and  Mis- 
souri River  Railroad,  (8  Otto,  334).  The  substance  of  the  rulings  in  the  several  cases 
is:  ''The  land  is  taken  along  such  line  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  when  taken  along 
the  general  direction  or  course  of  the  said  road  within  lines  perpendicular  to  it  at 
each  end." 

Then  if  this  rtile  is  to  be  applied  (as  it  has  been  already  shown,  only  the  last  twenty- 
five  miles  of  the  road  under  the  terms  of  the  present  grant  can  be  considered)  the 
terminal  line  should  be  run  at  right  angles  to  the  general  coarse  of  the  last  twenty- 
five  miles  of  the  road. 

Under  this  decision  it  is  clear  that  the  Department  held  the  company 
to  be  entitled  to  patents  for  the  road  then  constracted,  down  to  the 
line  so  established  and  no  farther.  Assuming  this  conclusion  to  be  cor- 
rect, (and  the  forfeiture  act  in  no  way  interferes  with  it)  there  is  no 
reason  now  presented  for  changing  the  same.  On  the  contrary  the 
terms  of  the  forfeiture  act  are  in  line  with  that  decision.  Said  section 
four  of  the  granting  act,  supra^  directed  patents  to  issue  for  lauds 
^^  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  said  completed  section  of  said  road, 
.  .  .  and  so  on  as  fast  as  every  twenty-five  miles  of  said 
road  is  completed  as  aforesaid:"  the  first  section  of  the  forfeiture  act 
restores  to  the  United  Slates  the  title  to  '^  all  lands  heretofore  granted 
to  any  State  or  to  any  corporation  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  rail- 
road opposite  to  and  coterminous  toith  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad 
not  now  completed."  If  the  line  fixed  in  1885  separated  the  lands  then 
earned  by  the  company,  by  the  construction  of  the  road,  from  those  not 
so  earned,  it  does  so  now,  as  no  more  road  has  since  been  built.  In 
other  words  that  line  divides  the  lands  '*  opposite  to  and  coterminous 
with"  the  portion  not  constructed,  from  those  earned  by  the  constructed 
road.    The  line  of  1885,  will,  therefore,  be  adhered  to. 
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The  same  principles  apply  to  the  line  at  Portland. 
Section  6  of  the  act  provides : 

Nor  shall  the  moiety  of  the  lands  granted  to  any  railroad  company  on  accoant  of  a 
main  and  a  branch  line  appertaining  to  uncompleted  road,  and  hereby  forfeited, 
within  the  conflicting  limits  of  the  grants  for  sach  main  and  branch  lines,  when  bal 
one  of  such  lines  has  been  completed,  inure  by  virture  of  the  forfeiture  hereby  d^ 
clarecl  to  the  benefit  of  the  completed  line. 

You  state  that  'Hhe  grant  appertaining  to  the  main  line  of  the  North- 
ern Pacific  Eailroad,  forfeited  by  this  act,  is  overlapped  by  the  limitB 
adjusted  upon  the  constructed  branch  line  of  said  road,  and  as  to  such 
overlap  the  grant  is  of  a  moiety  on  account  of  each  line;  ^  that  the  map 
of  general  route  of  the  main  line  opposite  said  conflict  was  filed  and  a 
legislative  withdrawal  made  thereon  prior  to  the  location  of  the  branch 
line  and  that  the  withdrawal  continued  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  forfeiture  act*  You  conclude  that  within  the  conflict  *^  every 
alternate  odd-numbered  section  "  should  be  reserved  for  the  branch 
line,  and  the  remaining  odd  sections  restored  to  the  public  domain  under 
said  section  6,  and  suggest  that  the  company  be  called  upon  to  elect 
which  of  such  alternate  odd-numbered  sections  it  will  take  in  satisfaction 
of  the  moiety  for  its  branch  line.     All  of  this  meets  with  my  approval. 

The  company  urges  that  as  the  main  line  had  not  been  definitely 
located,  between  Wallula  and  Portland,  the  lands  within  the  with- 
drawal on  general  route  for  that  distance  cannot  be  treated  as  granted 
lands,  and  are  therefore  not  subject  to  said  provisions  as  to  moiety 
lands  within  the  overlapping  limits. 

This  contention  cannot  be  sustained.  In  the  first  place  there  was  a 
grant  along  said  route,  which  lacked  only  action  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany to  consummate.  Furthermore,  a  reading  of  the  entire  act  leaves 
no  room  to*  doubt  that  a  forfeiture  along  said  stretch  of  the  main  line 
was  contemplated,  and  the  lands  so  forfeited  are  described  in  the  first 
section  of  the  act  as  ^'  granted  "  lands.  If  this  be  not  true,  there  has 
been  no  forfeiture  at  all  on  that  part  of  the  line,  a  conclusion  which 
even  the  company  does  not  maintain.  It  is  equally  apparent  that  the 
word  ''  granted  "  in  said  section  6,  is  used  in  the  same  sense  as  in  sec- 
tion 1,  and,  therefore,  refers  to  the  lands  upon  which  the  forfeiture  oi>er- 
ates.    These  are  the  lands  withdrawn  along  said  line. 

Yon  will,  accordingly,  notify  the  company  to  indicate  within  thirty 
days  from  notice  what  alternate  odd -numbered  sections  it  will  elect  to 
take.  If  the  company  elect  to  take  sections  1,  5,  9,  13,  etc.,  of  the 
various  townships  then  sections  3,  7,  11, 15,  etc.,  will  remain  to  the 
government  and  be  restored  to  the  public  domain  or  vice  versa.  Should 
the  company  fail  to  make  its  election  within  said  time  then  your  ofBce 
will  act  in  that  capacity  in  its  stead. 

Section  7,  provides  that  upon  certain  conditions  the  forfeiture  shall 
not  operate  for  one  year  as  to  so  much  of  the  grant  for  the  Oulf  and 
Ship  Island  Railroad  as  lies  south  of  a  line  drawn  east  and  west  through 
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the  point  where  said  road  may  cross  the  ITew  Orleans  and  Northeastern 
Bailroad  in  the  State  of  Mississippi.  It  appears  from  inquiries  made 
by  yoar  office  that  the  former  road  will  not  cross  the  latter  at  the  point 
indicated  by  the  map  of  definite  location.  Yon  accordingly  reqnest  in- 
structions <<  as  to  where  the  terminal  shall  be  established  in  order  to 
separate  the  lands  upon  which  the  act  operates  immediately  from  those 
saved  from  forfeiture  for  one  year."  I  suggest  that  yon  direct  said  com- 
pany to  notify  you,  within  thirty  days,  of  the  exact  point  at  which  the 
line  will  cross  the  New  Orleans  road. 

After  the  submission  of  said  circular,  by  letter  of  November  7, 1890, 
you  submitted  an  opinion  in  reference  to  the  operation  of  section  8,  of 
said  act  upon  the  grant  for  the  Mobile  and  Girard  railroad  in  Alabama. 
Inasmuch  as  the  questions  therein  involved  are  peculiar,  I  suggest  that 
the  instructions  under  said  section  be  omitted  from  the  circular  and  I 
will  communicate  with  you  later  on  the  subject. 

You  state  that  section  4,  of  the  act  repeals  certain  sections  in  acts 
making  grants  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  certain  railroads,  in  so  far 
as  said  sections  require  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  reserve  lands 
within  the  indemnity  limits  of  such  grants,  and  recommend  the  formal 
restoration  of  any  such  lands  now  remaining  withdrawn. 

On  August  13,  and  15,  1887,  the  lands  within  indemnity  limits  of 
most  of  the  land  grant  roads  were  restored  to  the  public  domain.  (6 
L.  D.,  84  and  92).  Certain  exceptions,  however,  were  made  of  roads  to 
which  you  now  refer.  See  6  L.  D.,  328,  and  456.  To  the  end  sug- 
gested by  you,  you  will  notify  each  of  said  companies  to  show  cause 
within  thirty  days  why  the  withdrawal  of  indemnity  lands  made  for  its 
benefit,  should  not  now  be  revoked  and  the  lands  therein  embraced  re- 
stored to  settlement.  This  practice  is  in  accord  with  that  in  the  former 
restoration. 

Otherwise  than  as  herein  indicated  the  proposed  circular  will  meet 
my  approval.    Herewith  are  returned  the  papers. 


BAILBOAD  LAKBS-ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1887. 

iN^IGHOLAS  GOOHEMS. 

An  application  to  pnrchase  under  section  5,  act  of  March  3,  1887,  made  by  one  claim- 
ing under  a  grantee  of  a  railroad  company,  can  not  be  entertained  until  it  has 
been  finally  determined  that  the  land  in  question  is  in  fact  excepted  from  the 
grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

27. 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Nicholas  Cochems  from  the  decisions 
of  your  office  of  March  1,  1889,  and  June  24, 1889,  refusing  his  applica- 
tion to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  Sec.  33, 
T.  8  K,  B.  14  W.,  S.  B.  M.  Los  Angeles  California  laud  district. 


630  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

The  second  decision  was  made  solely  because  of  an  error  in  the  first 
in  the  description  of  the  land. 

Cochems  as  the  purchaser  from  the  grantee  of  the  Soathern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  of  this  land,  which  it  is  stated  by  yon  falls  within 
the  granted  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company  by  act  of  March  3, 1871 
(16  Stat.,  573),  and  is  also  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  by  act  of  July  27, 1866  (14 
Stat.,  292),  asks  to  be  allowed  to  purchase  this  land  from  the  United 
States  under  the  provisions  of  the  fifth  section  of  said  act  of  March  3, 
1887.  This  application  was  refused  by  your  ofSce  on  the  grounds  that 
it  has  not  yet  been  finally  determined  that  lands  situated  as  this  tract 
is,  were  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company  under  which  Cochems 
clnims.  By  decision  of  this  Department  of  June  23, 1888,  (6  L.  D.,  816) 
lands  of  this  class  were  continued  in  reservation  ^*  pending  adjudication 
by  the  courts,  or  until  such  time  as  the  Department  may  deem  it  proper 
to  remove  the  reservation."  No  further  action  has  been  taken  by  this 
Department  nor  has  the  question  involved  been  finally  determined  by 
the  courts.  Under  these  circumstances  the  application  to  purchase  can 
not  be  allowed  and  the  decision  refusing  the  same  is  affirmed. 

This  action  will  not  prevent  the  favorable  consideration  hereafter  of 
an  application,  if  it  shall  be  determined  that  said  land  was  excepted 
from  the  said  grant  and  a  proper  showing  to  bring  the  applicant  within 
the  provisions  of  said  act  of  March  3, 1887|  shall  be  made. 


PRACTICK— APPEAL- JITRISDICTIOK. 

Vann  V.  Wood. 

Tbe  validity  of  the  appeal  from  the  local  office  will  not  be  considered  by  the  Depari- 
menty  where  the  case  is  submitted  on  its  merits  to  the  General  Land  Office,  and 
without  objection  to  its  jarisdiotion. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  ike  General 

Land  Office^  December  27, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Perry  G.  Yann  v.  Robert  Wood  on  ap- 
peal by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  June  1,  1889,  dismissing  his 
contest  against  the  homt^stead  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  N.  i  of  BE.  ^ 
and  SE.  J  of  NE.  J  Sec.  14,  T.  16  S.,  R.  2  W.,  Montgomery,  Alabama. 

The  first  error  assigned  by  appellant  is  that  the  appeal  to  your  office 
from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  was  made  by  one  Samuel  Thomp- 
son, attorney,  who  being  a  United  States  commissioner,  was  debarred 
from  practicing  before  the  Land  Department.  This  objection,  however 
valid  when  properly  taken,  was  not  made  before  your  office  when  the 
case  was  there  pendiug,  but  the  attorneys  appeared  of  record  and  filed 
an  argument  on  the  merits  of  their  case  and  closed  by  saying:  ^'Where- 
fore   .    •    •    .    appellee  prays  the  Hon.  Commissioner  of  the  General 
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Land  Office  to  affirm  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  and  that 
said  entry  of  Robert  Wood  be  held  for  cancellation." 

There  was  no  motion  filed  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  nor  question  made 
as  to  yonr  jurisdiction,  and  connsel  having  taken  their  chances  and  in- 
voked yoar  jadgment  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  will  not  be  heard  to 
complain,  now  that  they  have  lost,  that  there  was  no  proper  or  valid 
appeal.  Tonr  jnrisdiction  did  not  depend  upon  the  validity  of  the  ap- 
peal, as  the  manifest  error  of  law  by  the  local  officers,  would  have  given 
your  office  authority  under  the  2d  paragraph  of  Bule  No.  48  Bnles  of 
Practice,  to  consider  and  determine  the  case,  in  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness, even  if  no  appeal  had  been  taken. 

Your  decision  states  the  record  and  testimony  fairly  and  substantially, 
and  having  carefully  reviewed  the  record,  I  do  not  find  any  reason  for 
disturbing  your  decision,  and  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


residbkce-leave  ot  absence-act  of  march  8,  1889. 

Habby  G.  Sewabd. 

The  lefive  of  absence  accorded  to  settlers  under  section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
can  only  be  allowed  on  a  duly  corroborated  showing  that  sach  absence  is  made 
necessary  by  sickness,  failure  of  crops,  or  other  unavoidable  casualty. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  December  29, 1890. 

On  April  29, 1889,  Harry  0.  Seward  filed  an  application  for  leave  of 
absence  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Mun^h  2,  1889. 

May  2,  1889,  the  local  office  rejected  his  application  for  the  reason 
that  he  failed  to  show  that  by  reason  of  nnavoidable  casualty  he  had 
been  anable  to  secure  a  support  upon  his  claim,  and  also  that  the  cor- 
roborating affidavits  were  not  shown  to  have  beeu  made  by  disinterested 
witnesses  as  required  by  circular  of  March  8, 1889. 

Claimant  appealed. 

June  26, 1889,  yonr  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  and 
directed  them  to  notify  claimant  of  his  right  of  appeal,  and  the  same 
time  to  advise  him — 

That  while  the  extraordinary  relief  provided  by  the  act  (March  2,  1889)  is  afforded 
only  in  the  particular  class  of  cases  therein  specified,  yet  in  cases  generally,  the  tem- 
porary absence  of  a  settler  from  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  employment, 
will  not  invalidate  his  claim  when  good  reason  therefor  appears  and  he  is  found  to  be 
seeking  in  good  faith  to  make  his  home  on  the  land. 

Claimant  again  appealed  in  which  he  merely  alleges  that  ^^said  find- 
ing and  decision  are  contrary  to  law  and  contrary  to  the  facts  set  forth 
in  my  application." 

While  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  these  allegations  are  insufficient  and 
do  not  comply  with  the  requirements  of  rule  88  of  the  Rules  of  Practice, 
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yet  as  the  qaestion  to  be  decided  is  one  between  the  applicant  and  the 
government,  I  will  waive  the  informality  of  the  appeal  and  consider  the 
case  on  its  merits. 
Section  3  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  864),  provides:— 

That  whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  any  public 
land  office,  under  snoh  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  preacribe, 
that  any  settler  upon  the  pnblio  domain  under  existing  law  is  unable  by  reason  of  a 
total  or  partial  destruction  or  failure  of  crops,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable  casual- 
ty to  secure  a  support  for  himself,  herself,  or  those  dependent  upon  him  or  her  upon 
the  lands  settled  upon,  then  such  register  and  receiver  may  grant  to  such  settler  a 
leave  of  absence  from  the  claim  upon  which  he  or  she  has  filed  for  a  period  not  ex- 
ceeding one  year  at  any  one  time,  and  such  settler  so  granted  leave  of  absence  shall 
forfeit  no  rights  by  reason  of  such  absence :  Provided,  That  the  time  of  such  actual 
absence  shall  not  be  deducted  from  the  actual  residence  required  by  law. 

In  pursuance  of  the  foregoing  act  this  Department  on  March  8, 1889, 
9  L.  D.,  314  issued  its  circular  of  instructions  to  registers  receivers  of 
the  United  States  land  offices,  directing  them  that: 

The  applicant  for  such  permission  will  be  required  to  submit  testi- 
mony to  consist  of  his  own  affidavit,  corroborated  by  the  affidavits  of  dis- 
interested witnesses,  ....  setting  forth  in  detail  the  facts  on 
which  he  relies  to  support  his  application,  and  which  must  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  register  and  receiver,  who  are  enjoined  to  exercise  their 
best  and  most  careful  judgment  in  the  matter,  that  he  is  unable  by  rea- 
son of  a  total  or  partial  destruction  or  failure  of  crops,  sickness,  or  othr  r 
unavoidable  casualty  to  secure  a  support  for  himself  or  those  depend- 
ent upon  him  upon  the  land  settled  upon.  In  case  a  leave  of  absence  is 
granted  the  register  and  receiver  will  enter  such  action  on  their  records, 
indicating  the  period  for  which  granted,  and  promptly  report  the  fact 
.  .  •  •  transmitting  the  testimony  on  which  their  action  is  based. 
In  case  of  refusal  the  applicant  will  be  allowed  the  right  of  appeal  on 
the  usual  conditions. 

Following  is  a  copy  of  claimant's  application,  viz: — 

Territory  of  Wyoming) 
County  of  Converse) 

Harry  C.  Seward  of  said  county  and  Territory,  being  first  duly  sworn  according  to 
law,  on  his  oath  deposes  and  says :  That  he  is  the  identical  Harry  C.  Seward  who 
made  (filed)  pre-emption  entry  (declaratory  statement)  No.  5091,  on  the  7th  day  of 
April  A.  D.,  1888,  for  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  number  twenty-one  township 
number  thirty-two  north,  of  range  number  sixty-five  west  of  the  sixth  principal  me- 
ridian. Affiant  settled  on  said  land  March  31,  1888,  he  built  a  house  thereon,  moved 
there  with  his  family,  has  resided  there  during  the  last  year  and  resides  there  now. 
He  dug  a  well  on  said  land  to  a  depth  of  thirty-six  (36)  feet,  the  last  three  feet  of 
which  was  through  rock  that  required  blasting ;  he  did  not  obtain  water,  and  is  with- 
out the  necessary  means  to  purchase  blasting  powder  to  complete  said  weU.  As  a 
result  he  has  been  compelled  to  have  water  hauled  from  the  nearest  well  a  distance 
of  five  and  a  half  miles;  affiant  has  no  team  or  farm  implements,  and  has  been  com- 
pelled to  hire  water  hauled  and  other  farm  work  done  that  required  a  team.  He  has 
been  unable  to  obtain  work,  and  finds  it  impossible  to  contiuue  his  residence  on  said 
land  and  support  himself  and  family.  He  therefore  requests  the  honorable  register 
and  receiver  of  said  land  office  that  he  be  granted  a  leave  of  absence  of  one  year  ftom 
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said  laud,  that  he  may  go  where  he  can  obtain  employment  to  Bnpporfc  himself  and 
family,  and  earn  the  necessary  means  with  which  to  return  to  said  land  and  complete 
his  residence  and  settlement  thereon. 

Harbt  Sbward. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  29th  day  of  April,  A.  D.,  1889. 

Harry  L.  Hiobt, 

Notary  Publio. 
Also  appeared  at  the  same  time  and  place  John  H.  Foster  and  William  B.  Dryer, 
who  being  duly  sworn  depose  and  say  that  they  reside  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land 
herein  described ;  that  they  have  known  Harry  C.  Seward,  applicant,  since  he  set- 
tled on  said  land,  and  that  the  statements  made  in  the  foregoing  affidavit  are  true, 
of  their  personal  knowledge. 

John  H.  Foster, 
William  B.  Drysr. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  29th  day  of  April  A.  D.,  1889. 

Harry  L.  Higby, 

Notary  Puhlie. 

As  it  clearly  appears  firom  the  record  herein  that  the  applicant  failed 
to  show  by  his  affidavit  corroborated  by  the  affidavit  of  two  disinterested 
witnesses  that  he  was  saffering  by  reason  of  a  total  or  partial  destruc- 
tion or  failore  of  crops,  or  sickness,  and  as  I  think  that  the  mere  failure 
to  find  water  at  the  depth  of  thirty -six  feet  was  not  of  itself  such  a  cas- 
aalty  as  is  contemplated  by  statute,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  leave  of 
absence,  therefore  and  in  view  of  the  additional  circular  issued  Septem- 
ber 19, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  433),  explanatory  of  the  circular  of  March  8, 1889, 
the  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


RAILROAB  GRANT— PBOCBBDINGS  ON  FINAL  PROOF. 

Northern  Paoifio  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Harrendrup. 

The  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  respond  to  a  settler's  notice  of  intention  to  sab- 
mit  final  proof  for  land  within  its  primary  limits,  is  a  waiver  of  said  company's 
rigbt  to  deny  the  facts  as  set  np  in  said  proof;  but  if  the  record  does  not  affirm- 
atively sbow  that  such  land  is  excepted  from  the  grant  the  entry  can  not  be  ap- 
proved. 

Becretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Decern* 

her  29, 1890. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany V.  Peter  L.  Harrendrnp,  as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  com- 
pany firom  the  decision  of  yonr  office,  dated  March  13, 1889,  rejecting 
the  claim  of  the  company  for  the  8W.  J  of  Sec.  29,  T.  9  ST.,  B.  9  W., 
Helena,  Montana. 

The  record  shows  that  your  office,  on  Jaly  26, 1888,  examined  pre- 
emption cash  entry  No.  1656,  made  July  11,  1884,  by  said  Harrendrup 
of  said  tract  at  Helena,  Montana,  and  found  that  the  land  was  within 
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the  statutory  withdrawal  on  filing  map  of  general  roate,  of  Febmary 
21, 1872,  and  also  within  the  primary  limits  of  the.  grant  to  said  com- 
pany by  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat,  365) ;  that 
one  George  L.  Harrendrup  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  "So. 
2503  for  said  land  on  April  24, 1872,  alleging  settlement  November  15, 
1871;  that  said  Peter  L.  Harrendmp  filed  preemption  declaratory 
statement  No.  6287  for  said  land  on  May  21, 1883,  alleging  settlement 
on  the  same  land  April  6, 1883,  and  after  dae  notice  made  final  proof 
and  received  final  certificate  No.  1656  for  said  tract;  that  said  final 
proof  shows  that  the  entryman  purchased  the  possessory  right  and  im- 
provements of  his  brother,  said  6.  L.  Harrendmp,  valaed  at  $2, 000; 
that  there  was  nothing  before  yonr  office  showing  the  statas  of  said 
land,  or  the  qnallfications  of  said  O.  L.  Harrendmp  at  the  date  of  said 
withdrawal  on  general  ronte,  or  Jnly  6, 1882,  the  date  of  the  definite 
location  of  the  road,  and  the  local  officers  were  directed  to  order  a 
bearing,  giving  all  parties  in  interest  dne  notice  thereof. 

The  entryman  filed  in  the  local  office  an  appeal  from  said  decision  of 
yonr  office,  and  with  his  said  appeal  filed  affidavits,  alleging  that  said 
O.  L.  Uarrendrap  was  a  qualified  settler  and  in  the  possession  of  said 
land  at  the  date  of  withdrawal  on  general  route,  and  also  at  the  date  of 
definite  location  of  the  road.  But  your  office,  on  January  22, 1889,  re- 
fused to  accept  ^aid  appeal,  and  directed  the  local  officers  to  proceed 
with  said  hearing. 

On  March  13, 1889,  your  office  examined  said  cash  entry,  and  finding 
the  facts  as  above  stated  held  that  the  failure  of  the  railroad  company 
to  appear  at  the  time  the  cash  entryman  ofieredhis  final  proof  aud  pro- 
test against  the  same,  was  conclusive  against  its  claim,  citing,  as  au- 
thority the  case  of  Brady  v.  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (5  L. 
D.,  407).  But  this  land,  being  withiii  the  granted  limits,  is  differently 
situated  from  that  in  the  Brady  case  {supra).  Besides,  in  the  case  of 
Randolph  (9  L.  D.,  416),  the  Department  held  that  <^  By  the  failure  of 
the  company  to  respond  to  notice  of  intention  to  submit  final  proof,  it 
waives  all  right  to  deny  the  facts  set  up  in  said  proof;"  but  the  record 
must  affirmatively  show  that  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant,  or 
the  entry  would  not  be  approved. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  final  proof  does  not  affirmatively  show  that  the 
land  was  occupied  at  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  route  by  a 
qualified  pre  emptor,  and  the  company  has  had  no  opporlunity  to  con- 
test the  truth  of  the  allegations  made  in  the  subsequent  affidavits  filed 
in  the  case.  A  hearing  will  accordingly  be  ordered,  after  dne  notice  to 
the  parties,  and  the  affidavits  filed  with  the  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
your  office  ordering  said  hearing  should  be  returned  to  the  local  office  as 
a  basis  for  said  hearing.  Upon  receipt  of  the  testimony  taken  at  said 
hearing  and  the  report  of  the  local  officers  thereon,  your  office  will  re- 
a<]yudicate  the  case. 

The  decision  of  yonr  office  is  modified. 
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the  administration  of  the  oath  thereto  by  the 
oontestant  and  his  corroborating  witassseo, 
it  is  the  duty  of  one  of  the  local  officers,  if 
called  upon  so  to  do,  to  administer  said  oatii, 
and  the  fisilnreorrefbsal  to  take  such  action 
will  not  defeat  the  priority  of  the  oontest- 
ant  1 218 

A  supplemental  affidavit  of,  does  not  con- 
stitute an  abandoment  of  the  prior  charge, 
or  waive  rights  secured  under  a  heari'tg 
subsequently  had  thereon 407 

The  amendment  of  an  affidavit  of;  by  add- 
ing an  additional  charge,  does  not  preelode 
proof  of  the  default  as  originally  charged..  423 

One  who  files  an  affidavit  of,  against  an 
entry,  and  pays  or  deposits  the  requirite 
fees,  acquires  a  right  uuder  the  act  of  May 
14, 1880,  that  can  not  be  defeated  by  snbse-  * 
quent  proceedings  initiated  by  the  govern- 
ment against  snch  entry d 278 

The  initiation  oC  so  £ar  as  the  rights  of 
the  entryman  are  concerned,  mnat  he  conaid- 
ered  as  of  the  date  of  his  appearance  at  the 
hearing,  in  the  absence  of  record  evidence 
of  notice 406 

Where  a  claimant  dies  during  the  pend- 
ency of  adverse  proceedings  in  the  local  of- 
fice the  proceedings  should  be  discontinued 
and  the  decedent's  successors  in  interest 
notified  of  their  right  to  be  heard 806 

The  heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  a 
deceased  entryman  need  not  be  made  parties 
to  a  proceeding  against  an  entry  held  by  a 
transferee,  who  is  duly  served  with  notice.  331 

Where  a  pending  suit  is  attacked  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  by  one  who  applies  lo  cms- 
test  the  entry  in  question,  notice  sboold  not 
issue  on  such  application,  but  the  matter  be 
held  for  the  final  disposition  of  the  pending 
suit 815 

Right  to  proceed  under,  where  held  in 
abeyance  pending  final  action  on  the  prior 
suit  of  another  against  the  same  entry,  ma- 
tures on  the  withdrawal  of  saoh  suit 118 

Will  not  be  allowed  against  an  entry  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  rule  to  show  canae 
why  the  same  shoold  not  be  canceled  fmr 
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lUlure  to  Bvlmiit  final  proof  within  the  atat- 
utoiy  period 102,193 

In  a  hearing  ordered  between  two  settlers 
to  teat  a  qaestion  of  alleged  priority,  a 
*'  preference  right  of  entry  "  is  not  acquired 
as  under  a 250 

Right  to  prooeed  against  an  entry  not  de- 
feated by  snbeeqiient  relfnqnishment,  and 
the  interrening  filing  of  another 625 

Where  the  entryman,  daring  the  pen- 
dency of  snit  on  a  qaeetion  of  priority,  files 
a  relinqaiBhment,  the  question  at  issue 
abates,  and  the  entryman  has  thereafter 
no  interest  in  the  case,  or  right  of  appeal . .  250 

Prooeedings  at  the  instance  of  an  attorney 
who  is  not  entitled,  under  section  100  B.  S., 
to  appear  will  not  be  recognised   25 

Daring  the  pendency  of,  the  entryman 
must  comply  with  the  law 256 

In  passing  upon  the  good  faith  of  the 
claimant,  his  mental  as  well  as  his  physical 
condition  may  be  considered 166 

In  proceedings  by  the  government,  a 
stranger  to  the  record  will  not  be  allowe<l 
to  set  ap  an  intervening  settlement  claim, 
but  must  await  tiie  disposition  of  the  pend- 
ing action 507 

Hay  be  dismissed,  and  the  entryman  al- 
lowed to  submit  the  requisite  supplemental 
proof  in  support  of  his  entry,  where  the 
charge  as  laid  is  not  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  entryman's  good  faith  is  ap- 
parent    246 

Must  faU  if  the  charge  as  laid  therein  is 
not  established  by  a  preponderance  of  tlie 
evidence .*. 75 

Rights  nnder,  not  defeated  by  tiie  failure 
of  the  local  office  to  act  on  the  application. .  199 

The  government  is  a  party  in  interest, 
bat  will  not  on  its  own  motion  cancel  an 
entry  unless  bad  faith  is  clearly  shown  —  166 

The  withdrawal  of  the  contestant  will  not 
prevent  the  government  from  considering 
the  evidence,  and  passing  upon  the  rights 
of  the  entryman 166 

Homestead. 

Where  the  entryman  dies  prior  to  service 
of  notice^  liis  heirs  and  successors  in  inter- 
est should  be  made  parties  to  the  action  and 
duly  served  with  notice 604 

On  the  ground  that  the  entryman  is  not  a 
citisen  most  fall  if  declaration  of  intention 
is  filed  prior  to  the  initiation  of  suit 71 

Must  &il  if,  prior  to  the  initiation  thereof, 
the  entryman,  without  actaal  or  construct- 
ive notice  thereof,  cures  the  default  in 
goodfidth 400 

A  charge  of  abandonment  is  supjMrted 
by  evidence  showing  failure  to  establish  res- 
idence within  six  months  after  entry. . .  .418, 602 

Failure  of  the  wife  to  reside  on  the  land 
until  after  notice  of,  does  not  impeach  the 


Pape. 
good  faith  of  the  claimant,  where  it  is  ap- 
parent that  her  final  removal  is  in  compli- 
ance with  a  previous  bona  fide  intention  of 
the  claimant  to  make  his  home  on  the  land .  543 

Timber  Culture. 

See  EnHry  (tub-HUe  Timber  Culture)  and 

Timber  OtiUure. 

Application  to  enter  not  essential  to  the 
validity  of 190 

A  charge  that  the  entryman  "has  failed  to 
comply  with  tbe  law  *'  does  not  present  any 
fact  for  proof,  and  on  objection  tliereto 
should  be  amended 575 

In  proceedings  against  the  entry  of  a  de- 
cedent, the  infant  (sole)  heir,  and  the  guard- 
ian should  be  made  parties  thereto  in  accord- 
ance with  local  procedure 252 

Against  the  claim  of  a  deceased  entryman 
must  show  affirmatively  that  the  proceed- 
ings are  regular,  and  that  the  entryman  or 
his  legal  representatives  have  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  law 252 

Will  lie  on  a  charge  of  non-compliance 
with  law,  coupled  with  the  allegation  that 
the  pending  suit  of  another  against  the  en- 
try is  cuUusive 179 

A  charge  of  relinquishment  is  not  estab- 
lished by  showing  the  execution  of  an  in- 
formal relinquishment  for  the  pur;:ose  of 
securing  the  payment  of  a  note 597 

Must  fail,  if  prior  to  service  of  notice  the 
entryman  cures  his  default 5 

Actual  knowledge  of  an  impending,  will 
not  prejudice  theclaimrat  if  his  subsequent 
compliance  with  law  is  in  pursuance  of  a 
previous  bona  fide  Intent 5 

Acts  in  compliance  with  law,  performed 
after  initiation  of,  but  prior  to  service  of  no- 
tice, may  be  accepted  as  indicative  of  good 
faith,  if  not  induced  by  actual  notice  of  the 
pending  suit « 189 

Acts  in  compliance  with  law,  performed 
after  initiation  of,  will  not  relieve  the  en  try- 
man  from  the  ett%oi  of  a  default  existing  at 
date  of  contest 428 

If  good  faith  is  apparent,  failure  to  folly 
comply  with  the  law  may  be  excused,  where 
such  failure  is  the  result  of  mistake,  and  an 
efTort  is  made  to  cure  the  default  prior  to 
the  initiation  of 253 

Against  an  entry  that  appears  of  record 
through  the  Ikilure  of  the  local  office  to  act 
npon  the  relinquishment  thereof,  must  fail 
where  the  party  filing  such  relinquishment 
has  thereafter  complied  with  the  law  in  the 
belief  that  his  entry  of  the  land  has  been 
allowed,  and  the  contestant  begins  prooeed- 
ings with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 592 

Not  a  good  defense  that  the  default  oc- 
curred through  the  negligence  of  the  entry- 
man's  agent 161 

Must  fail  where  the  non-compliance 
charged  is  the  Umit  of  the  contestant... •••  177 
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CoBtestant. 

Will  not  be  permitted  to  tftke  adruitAge 
of  hU  own  wrong  and  tbas  eeonre  *  prefer* 
enoe  right  of  entry 177 

No  preflsrenoe  right  scqnlred  by,  if  the 
oootett  i»  not  begon  and  prosecuted  in  good 
faith  to  acquire  title  to  the  land 5 

Who  foils  to  appeal  flrom  a  decision  of  the 
local  office  dismissing  his  contest,  loses 
thereby  the  prefei-ence  right 828 

Who  fails  to  appeal  from  an  adverse  de- 
cision of  the  local  office  is  barred  thereby 
from  asserting  any  further  claim  or  right. .  il6 

A  socoessfbl,  is  entitled  to  thirty  days 
ft-om  the  receipt  of  notice  of  cancellation 
within  which  to  exercise  the  prefennoe 
right 474 

Failure  to  exercise  preference  right 
within  the  statntory  period  after  notice  of 
cancellation  defeats  such  right 202 

Ko  preference  right  can  be  asserted,  in  the 
presence  of  an  adverse  claim,  by  a  contest- 
ant who  fidls  to  make  entry  within  the  stat- 
utory period  after  notice  of  cancellation .  175, 208 

Who  does  not  exercise  hit  preference  right 
within  the  statntory  period,  can  not  assert 
the  same  thereafter  in  the  presence  of  ad- 
Terse  claims,  even  thoagh  he  iray  have  be- 
lieved that  his  entry  was  in  fact  of  record, 
and  under  such  belief  had  proceeded  to 
comply  with  the  law 208 

Preference  right  of,  not  defeated  by  a  re- 
linquishment, accompanied  with  an  applica- 
tion to  enter,  filed  after  initiation  of  con- 
test  05,525 

Who  fails  to  give  his  proper  post-office 
address  can  not  set  up  want  of  notice  of  the 
order  of  cancellation,  as  against  an  inter- 
vening entryman  who  has  no  notice  of  any 
defect  in  such  service 574 

Continnance* 

8ee  Praedee, 

Costs* 

SooPraeties. 

Cultivation. 

See  Final  Proqf  (snb-title,  'Pre-emption). 

Of  a  traol  under  authority  of  a  railroad 
company,  that  has  no  right  thereto,  cooft^rs 
no  right  as  against  others. 559 

Derision. 

See  Judgment 

Declaratory  Statement* 

SeeFiUng, 

Deposition. 

See  Evidence. 

Desert  Land. 

See  Alienation,  Entry,  Final  Proof. 

The  nature  and  location  of,  the  means  and 
facilities  for  irrigation,  and  the  rights  of  ad- 
jacent entrymen,  may  be  properly  considered 
in  determining  questi<ms  of  compactness  ..    27 


Land  bordering  on  a  stream  of  water, 
that  produces  a  natural  growth  of  grass  in 
paying  quantities,  is  not 

Entrjr* 

See  AUenation,  AppUeaUon,  Final  /Ve^. 

Genbrally. 

Of  public  land  can  not  be  made  by  an  eas- 
ldoy6  of  surveyor-general's  offioe  ((General 
Land  Office) 98,348 

Made  by  one  who  has  accepted  an  appoint- 
ment in  the  local  office,  but  has  not  yet  en- 
tered upon  his  duties,  is  in  violation  of  the 
spirit  of  the  law,  which  prohibits  employte 
of  the  land  offioe  from  becoming 
in  the  pnrohaso  of  public  land . . . 

May  be  canceled  by  the  Dv^iartment, 
prior  to  issuance  of  patent,  on  auffici<»&t 
proof  that  the  land  is  not  su1\|eet  to  sneh 
appropriation,  or  that  the  entry  is  in  fhtnd 
of  the  law 484,507 

Of  intervening  claimant  must  be  caneded, 
if,  after  duo  notice,  he  falls  to  show  sufficient 
cause  why  the  adverse  right  of  a  anceesaful 
contestant  should  not  be  reoognised 474 

Saspension  of,  does  not  relieve  the  land 
from  reservation ;  and  during  such  soMpen- 
sion  the  entry  of  another  ean  not  be  al- 
lowed   

Dbsrrt  Land. 

That  embraces  some  land  not  suliieet 
thereto,  is  not  neoessarily  fraudulent 

Will  not  be  disturbed  on  the  ground  that 
the  larger  portion  of  each  smallest  legal  sab- 
diviaion  is  nooirrigable,  if  the  reolamation 
shown  is  'otherwise  satisfactory,  and  the 
desert  character  of  die  land  is  apparent....  277 

Will  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  ahow 
personal  kuowledge  of  the  land,  if  the  entry 
was  allowed   under  an  existing  practioa 

which  did  not  require  such  showing 155 

HOMESTBAD. 

Validity  of,  is  determined  by  the  Ibots  ex- 
isting at  the  date  it  is  made 214 

Of  a  less  amount  than  that  oovered  by  set- 
tlement operates  as  an  abandonment  of  the 
land  not  entered 557 

Tracts  of  land  cornering  on  each  other  an 
not  within  the  rule  of  contigaity  required 
under  the  homestead  law 967 

Second  will  not  be  allowed  to  one  who  has 
perfected  title  under  the  first;  and  such  an 
entryman  will  not  be  heud  to  allege  Uiat  the 
first  entry  was  in  fisct  illegal  and  fraudulent, 
and  hence  no  bar  to  the  seoond 507 

May  be  made  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  section  2,  though  the  claimant  may 
have  previously  filed  a  soldier's  declaratory 
statement  for  another  tract 384 

Amendment  oC  allowed  as  against  an  ad- 
verse occupant  who  takes  forcible  posses- 
sion with  fall  knowledge  of  the  daimant^s 
light SM 

Of  land  oovered  by  the  prior  timber  cul- 
ture entry  of  another  not  of  record,  without 
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artnal  notloe  of  any  dstm  thereunder,  Is  a 
▼alid  daim  that  will  attach  on  relinqniah- 
ment  of  the  prior  entry,  and  exclnde  the 
rif^ht  of  a  contestant  against  said  entry 856 

Erroneously  allowed  for  land  within  an 
Indian  reservation  may  remain  intact  on 
the  release  of  the  land,  and  take  effect  as 
of  date  when  the  land  is  opened  to  settle- 

ment 231 

PRKfiMPnON. 

Made  without  the  prerequisite  compliance 
with  law  is  illegal,  and  the  entryman  ex- 
hausts his  right  thereby,  and  can  not  make 
a  second 290 

Acts  performed  after,  only  considered  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  claimant's 
good  faith  during  the  period  ooTored  by  the 
final  proof 290 

Married  woman  may  make,  with  a  yiew 
to  equitable  a4)udlcation,  where  the  proof 
shows  that  she  daly  complied  with  the  law 
in  the  matter  of  filing,  residence,  and  im- 

proYcment  prior  to  marriage 306 

TiMBRR  CULTURB. 

May  embrace  a  technical  quarter  section 
without  reference  to  its  relation  to  the  en- 
tire section 378 

Within  a  section  containing  a  natural 
growth  of  valuable  timbor  is  invalid,  and 
will  be  canceled 600,625 

Made  in  good  faith,  of  land  not  strictly 
"devoid  of  timber  "will  not  be  disturbed 
if  allowed  in  accordance  with  tbe  depart- 
mental construction  of  the  statute  then  in 
force  426 

Not  barred  by  the  occupancy  and  poiises- 
sion  of  one  who  asserts  no  record  claim  to 
the  land  within  the  statutory  period 800 

Allowance  of,  segregates  the  land,  even 
though  the  entry  may  not  be  made  of  re- 
cord, and  the  failnre  of  the  local  officers  to 
place  the  entry  of  record  will  not  affect  tbe 
rights  of  the  entryman 356 

Equity. 

Principles  of,  will  protect  one  holding 
under  an  entry,  where  by  mistake  tbe  pat- 
ent failed  to  describe  the  land  purchased, 
as  against  another  claiming  under  a  subse- 
quent location  of  the  land  made  with  a 
knowledge  of  the  facts 128,389 

Equitable  Adjudication. 

See  Final  Proof,  Homestead  {aub-HUe  Gen- 

eraUy),  Mining  Olaim^  Private  Entry. 
The  intervention  of  an  adverse  claim  pre- 
dades  action  under  rule  80 60 

Evidence. 

In  a  case  should  be  limited  to  the  charge 
as  laid  in  the  affidavit  of  contest 76 

An  irregularity  in  tbe  transmission  of 
depositions  may  be  waived  by  agreement  of 
counsel • 188 


Page. 

Failure  to  indorse  the  title  of  the  oanae  on 
the  envelope  inclosing  depositions  does  not 
necessarily  exclude  tbem  ft'om  considera- 
tion, in  the  absence  of  apparent  prejudice  to 
the  interest  of  the  parties 183 

A  technical  objection  to  the  regularity  of 
depositions  can  not  be  raised  on  trinl  by  one 
who  participates  in  the  examination  of  the 
witnesses,  and  at  snch  times  raises  no  ob- 
jections to  the  proceedings 183 

Application  to  take  depositions  on  inter- 
rogatories shoald  not  be  filed  with  an  officer 
designated  to  take  testimony,  bat  when  so 
filed,  and  sent  up  with  the  record,  should  be 
considered  on  tbe  day  of  hearing 675 

The  affidavit  of  contest  need  not  accom- 
pany an  order  designating  an  officer  to  take 
testimony,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  such  affi- 
davit should  be  in  his  possession 418 

An  officer  designated  to  take  testimony, 
under  rule  85  of  practice,  may  authorise 
any  other  qaalifled  officer  to  act  in  his  place .  418 

Want  of  authority  in  an  officer  designated 
to  take  final  proof  will  not  affect  tbe  validity 
of  testimony  taken  before  him  under  rule 
85  of  practice,  at  the  time  such  proof  is  sub- 
mitted    539 

Testimony  offered  on  final  proof  is  not 
admissible  in  proceedings  ordered  to  test 
the  validity  of  an  entry,  but  due  weight 
shoald  be  given  to  the  legal  presumption 
that  the  entry  is  valid 176 

Affidavit  filed  with  an  appeal  to  the  De- 
partment not  received  as,  in  a  contested 
case 658 

Admission  that  the  facts  stated  in  a  spe- 
cial agent's  report  are  true  does  not  extend 
to  a  conclusion  of  said  agent  contained 
therein 4i62 

Taken  at  the  instance  of  an  attorney,  who, 
ander  section  100,  R.  S.,  was  not  authorised 
to  act  as  such,  will  not  bo  considered 25 

Stipulation  of  attorneys  as  to  matters  of, 
is  binding  upon  the  parties  in  tbe  absence 
of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  prevailing 
party 71 

Not  "obviously  irrelevant "  should  not  be 
excluded  by  the  local  office 461 

It  is  not  error  that  a  party  is  not  informed 
of  his  right  to  cross-exaotine  witnesses 
where  duo  opportunity  for  cross-examina- 
tion isaUowed 418 

Failure  of  a  witness  to  sign  his  testimony 
may  be  cured,  where  a  rehearing  is  ordered, 
by  his  signing  the  same,  after  due  examina- 
tion thereof  and  making  oath  thereto 675 

Refasal  of  the  entryman  to  testify,  jnsti- 
fies  an  adverse  conclusion  where  his  good 
fUth  is  in  doubt 679 

Filing. 

For  unoffered  land  under  tbe  act  of  1843 
protected  the  settler  antil  the  commence- 
ment of  public  sale,  and  this  protection  was 
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not  modified  until  the  paaaage  of  the  ftota  of 

July  14. 1670.  and  Maroh  8. 1871 196 

Thestfttotoryllfe  of,  haTln£exptre<l  with- 
oat  proof  and  payment,  the  preonmption 
azisoo  that  all  claims  thereander  are  aban- 
doned   138 

DefectiTO  for  want  of  preTioua  settle- 
raent  !•  made  good  bv  settlement  thereaf- 
ter in  the  absence  of  an  intervening  adverse 
claim 208 

By  one  foreign  bom,  who  has  not  declared 
his  intention  of  becoming  a  citisen,  becomes 
valid,  if  sach  declaration  is  made  prior  to 
the  intervention  of  an  adverse  right 121 

For  land  covered  by  the  prior  homestead 
entry  of  another  should  not  be  allowed,  un- 
less the  snperior  right  of  the  pro-emptor  is 
shown  on  a  hearing  had  for  that  purpose. .  452 

Transmuted  to  a  homestead  entry,  under 
which  title  is  perfected,  exhAusts  the  pre- 
emptive right,  though  such  filing  is  made 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes  322 

By  a  minor,  with  full  luiowledi^o  of  his 
disqualification,  who  subsequently  sells  his 
relinquishment,  exhausts  his  pre-emptive 
right  5«2 

Made  in  the  Interest  of  snother  is  illegal, 
and  must  be  canceled 648 

▲  pre-emptor  is  not  estopped  from  prov- 
ing thftt  his  settlement  was  in  fact  made 
at  a  different  and  earlier  date  than  that  al- 
leged in  his  doclaratory  statement 143 

.The  right  to  amend,  can  not  be  exercised 
in  the  presence  of  a  valid  intervening  ad- 
verseolaim 477 

Second,  will  only  be  allowed  where  the 
claimant,  by  reason  of  a  prior  or  adverse 
right,  is  unable  to  perfect  title  under  the 
first 121 

Second,  will  not  be  allowed  on  the  ground 
that  the  land  included  in  the  first  is  not 
habitable,  unless  it  is  clearly  shown  that  the 
settler  in  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence  was 
unable  to  discover  the  true  character  of  the 
land 45 

Hade  in  good  faith  by  a  minor,  but  aban- 
doned when  the  fact  of  minority  is  discov- 
ered, is  no  bar  to  a  second 317 

Osage. 

Failure  of  settler  on  Osage  land  to  make, 
within  three  months  after  settlement  sub- 
jects his  claim  to  any  other  valid  interven- 
ing right 396 

Time  within  which  Osage,  is  required  to 
be  made  will  not  run  where  the  local  office 
is  closed,  and  the  Commissioner  so  directs.  256 

Where  two  claimants  for  Osage  land  are 
each  in  defaoltin  the  matter  of,  the  one  who 
makes  the  first  has  the  better  right,  sul^iect 
only  to  defeat  in  case  of  failure  to  submit 
proof  within  six  months.. 62,276 


Final  Proof. 

See  Praetiee  (Sub-tUUt  Hearing),  Timber  mm4 
StKmeacL 

ObNR  RALLY. 

Circular  of  October  SI,  1890,  under  the 
act  of  October  1,  1890,  for  the  relief  of  cer- 
tain settlers  on  the  public  lands...... ......  401 

The  act  of  May  26, 1800,  authorising  proof 
before  "any  commissioner  of  the  United 
States  circuit  court,"  does  not  change  exist- 
ing provisions  defiuing  the  place  for  taking 
such  proof 

The  circular  of  June  25^  1800  (10  L.D.,  687), 
issued  under  the  act  of  May  M,  1880,  must 
be  construed  to  mean  that  said  act  does  net 
antliorize  the  mining  of  the  proofiB  and  affi- 
davit mentioned  therein  before  a  commis- 
sioner outside  the  county  and  State  or  dis- 
trict and  territory  in  which  the  lands  are 
situated,  except  whoro  the  lands  are  within 
an  unorganised  couuty 

Should  notbe  snbraitte<l  for  land  involved 
in  a  pending  contest 449 

The  local  office  is  without  authority  to 
accept,  for  land  involved  in  a  case  pending 
on  appeal 539 

Should  not  be  submitted  during  the  pend- 
ency of  adverse  proceedings  instituted  by 
another  to  secure  title  to  the  land  in> 
volved 256.462 

On  a  protest  aealnst,  it  is  a  matter  of  dis- 
crotion  with  the  oommissioner  whether  a 
hearing  shsll  be  ordered 273 

In  proceedings  under  protest  against,  the 
commissioner  should  pass  on  the  whole  case 
as  presented  by  the  record,  including  the 
sufficiency  of  the  proof 409 

In  proceedings  under  protest  of  a  railroad 
company  against,  the  qualifications  of  the 
settler  at  date  of  settlement  will  be  pre- 
sumed on  appeal  In  the  absence  of  any  alle- 
gatiott  to  the  contrary  in  the  protest 487 

If  the  protest  by  a  railroad  oompany 
against.  does  not  raise  any  question  as  to 
the  settler's  cltlsenship  at  the  date  of  set- 
tlement, the  company  will  not  be  allowed 
to  do  so  on  appeal 437 

Special  notice  of  intention  to  submit, 
should  be  given  adverse  claimants  of  rec- 
ord, and  proof  submitted  without  such 
notice  requires  republication  with  special 
citation  to  the  adverse  claimant 172 

A  transferee  may  be  accorded  an  oppor- 
tunity to  ahow  the  qualifications  of  the 
entryman 3 

Mortgagee  may  cure  defect  in,  causod  by 
the  substitution  of  a  witness  by  due  adver- 
tisement of  the  names  of  the  witnesses  who 
testified,  and  such  proof  may  then  be  ac- 
cepted in  the  absence  of  protest  ..: 561 

When  not  taken  before  the  officer  desig- 
nated, and  the  entryman  tefnses  to  respond 
to  further  requirements,  the  transferee  may 
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Page, 
file  the  oertifloates  of  the  officer  designated, 
and  the  one  officiating,  that  no  protest  was 
filed  against  the  entry ;  or,  in  the  absence  of 
■ach  certificates,  readrertise 266 

Where  no  eaose  is  shown  for  failure  to 
sabniit  on  the  day  fixed  therefor,  but  the 
local  office  accepts  the  same,  the  entry  may 
be  equitably  confirmed 3 

Where  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  is 
taken  before  an  officer  not  authorized  by 
statute  to  take  such  proof,  the  entry  may  be 
equitably  confirmed  if  otherwise  regular  and 
in  compliance  with  law 299 

Where  the  officer  designated  is  not  quali- 
fied to  take,  an  entry  may  be  allowed  with  a 
yiew  to  equitable  action,  if  the  proof  is 
otherwise  regular  and  shows  due  compli- 
ance with  law 539 

Where  taken  at  tAie  time  and  place  desig- 
nated, but  not  before  the  officer  named  in 
the  notice,  the  entry  may  be  equitably  con- 
firmed, in  the  absence  of  protest 678 

Supplemental  proof  of  residence  may  be 
submitted  where  no  adTerse  claims  exist. . .  312 

In  proceedings  under  protest  against,  a 
decision  of  the  local  office  that  the  claimant 
is  entitled  to  make  new  proof  is  not  such  an 
adverse  Judgment  as  will,  in  the  absence  of 
app«)al,  defeat  his  right  to  have  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  commissioner  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proof  already  submitted 644 

Desert  La.nd. 

Should  be  made  within  three  years  from 
date  of  initial  entry,  even  though  the  official 
surveys  have  not  been  extended  over  the 
land 414 

Where  made  prior  to  survej',  supplemen- 
tal, without  republication  should  be  required 
after  survey  showing  adjustment  to  the  lines 
of  survey 414 

Where  i«ot  submitted  within  the  statu- 
tory period,  and  the  delay  is  satisfactorily 
explained,  the  entry  may  be  equitably  con- 
firmed      27 

If  proof  of  reclamation  is  not  made  within 
the  statutory  period,  the  intervention  of  an 
adverse  claim  defeats  the  right  to  perfect 
the  entry 68 

Should  definitely  show  what  proportion  of 
each  legal  subdivision  has  been  irrigated    58, 246 

Should  show  what  proportion  of  each  legal 
subdivision  has  l>een  irrigated 58 

Homestead. 

In  case  of  discrep«Acy  between  proof  of 
military  service  submitted  and  the  records 
of  the  War  Department,  the  claimant,  if  un- 
able to  explain  the  discrepancy,  must  show 
sufficient  actual  residence  on  the  land  to 
complete  the  requisite  period 368 

OSAGB. 

Where  two  claimants  are  both  in  default 
either  as  to  filiog  or  final  proof,  the  superior 

2:497— VOX,  u 41 
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right  is  in  the  one  who  first  submits  final 
proof 275 

That  the  receiver's  receipt  is  dated  one 
day  beyond  six  months  from  date  of  filing 
will  not  defeat  the  entry,  where  the  proof 
was  mode  within  said  period  and  good  faith 
is  apparent A16 

It  may  be  presumed  that  the  first  payment 
was  properly  tendered  where  the  proof  is 
rejected  for  I'easons  not  involving  payment, 
and  the  record  shows  full  compliance  with 
law  in  other  respects,  but  is  silent  as  to  such 
tender 396 

Preemption. 

One  who  has  submitted,  under  his  filing, 
is  under  no  obligation  to  protest  against  the 
proof  of  another  who  subsequently  initiates 
a  claim  for  the  laud 449 

New,  can  not  be  made  by  one  who  has  made 
entry  without  prerequisite  compliance  with 
law 290 

Preempt  or  who  elects  to  make,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  adverse  claim,  must  abide  there- 
suit  thereof,  ahd  submit  lo  an  order  of  can- 
cellation if  compliance  with  law  is  not 
shown 888 

Delay  in  making  payment  will  not  defeat 
an  entry  allowed  prior  to  the  regulations  re- 
quiring proof  and  payment  to  be  made  at 
the  same  time 66 

Where  not  made  before  the  local  office, 
and  the  delay  in  payment  is  explained,  ad- 
ditional proof  of  non-al|^nation  is  not  re- 
quired, if  it  appears  that  the  law  had  been 
complied  with  up  to  the  date  of  proof  and 
the  eutrymau  had  not  then  sold  or  agreed 
to  sell  tiio  land 66 

Showing  as  to  improvements  not  gov- 
erned by  specific  statutory  requirements, 
but  must  be  such  as  to  indicate  good  faith  .  172 

That  shows  breaking  and  use  of  the  land 
for  grazing  purposes,  is  sufficient  as  to  cul- 
tivation, where  the  land  is  suitable  only  for 
pasturage 585 

Heart  II  jBT- 

See  Praetiee, 

Homestead. 

See  Entry,  Final  Proofs  Mineral  Land^ 

Generally. 

Rights  ac<iuired  by  settlement,  not  de- 
feated by  subsequent  town  site  settlement.  330 

Where  the  entrymuu  iu  good  faith  onlti- 
\9.tvs  and  iiiiprovos  the  lauil,  but  dies  with- 
out bavin;;  estHblishod  residence  thereon, 
the  willow  may  show  h»r  residence  on  the 
land  andcouocctiun  with  the  cliiim  with  the 
view  to  equitable  action 285 

Right  not  impaired  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
initiat<>d  pending  the  isHuauce  of  final  cer- 
tificate on  preemption  proof  previously 
submitted  by  the  claimiint  in  due  com- 
I)li.inco  with  law , 182 
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Sight  not  Titiated  by  tbe  faot  that  the 
land  antered  oontaina  a  stoDO  quarry,  and 
that  the  ontryman  was  aware  of  such  fact 
at  date  of  application,  if  good  faith  is  other- 
wise apparent IM 

▲  setUer  in  good  faith  who  is  saheeqaently 
appointed  register  before  the  Isnd  is 
opened  to  entry  is  entitled  to  perfect  his 
olaim  under  section  2287,  B.  S.,  the  same  as 
thoagh  it  had  been  initiated  by  an  applica- 
tion toenter  18 

Section  2287,  R.  S.,  authorises  the  perfec- 
tion of  a  pending  claim  through  payment  for 
the  land,  and  not  through  a  constmctiye 
residence  thereon ~ 18 

Bight  can  not  be  acquired  by  an  Indian 
who  maintains  the  tribal  relation 67 

The  language  in  section  2,  act  of  Septem- 
ber 29,  1890,  authorizing  a  "second  home- 
stead entry  "  refers  only  to  those  who  had 
theretofore  made  such  entry  but  failed  fhmi 

any  cause  to  perfect  the  same 025 

Act  of  Junb  15, 1880. 

Bight  of  purchase  suspended  by  the  ini- 
tiation of  a  contest 261 

Allowance  of  cash  entry  during  the  pend- 
ency of  a  contest  is  an  error  that  can  only  be 
raised  on  behalf  of  the  anccevvfnl  contest- 
ant  008 

Bight  of  purchase  defeated  by  intorren- 
ing  claim  where  the  applicant  fails  to  ap- 
peal in  time  fh>m  the  r^ection  of  his  appli- 
cation   570 

Failure  of  the  homesteader  to  comply  with 
the  law  in  the  matters  of  settlement  and 
leeidence  does  not  affect  his  right  of  pur- 
chase  462 

Cancellation  of  the  original  entry  no  bar 
to  purchase  under  the  act 416 

Personal  affldarit  not  required  of  the  orig- 
inal entryman  where  he  applieii  to  pur- 
chase and  the  duplicate  receipt  ia  with  the 
record...* 556 

Cash  entry  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
entryman's  attorney  will  not  be  disturbed 
where,  after  tnmsfer  of  the  land,  the  entry, 
man  reftises  to  make  the  affidavit  required 
by  the  regulations 587 

Additional. 

Under  the  act  of  March  3, 1870,  an  entry 
can  not  be  maintained  by  acts  of  entryman's 
tenant  in  the  matter  of  residence,  occupancy, 
and  cultivation 412 

Application  to  make,  under  section  6,  act 
of  March  2, 1880,  may  be  presented  by  one 
who  has  commuted  for  part  of  the  land  cot- 
eredbya  former  entry... 864 

Commutation. 

Bightof,  dependent  upon  prior  compliance 
with  the  homestead  law 235,312 

One  who  submits  proof  for  part  of  the  land 
covered  by  his  original  entry  exhausts  his 
right  thereunder,  but  may  apply  for  addi- 


tional «qitry  VBd«r  aaotliMi  6,  act  of  Marcb 
2,1880 

SOLDIXRS. 

Declaratory  statement  can  not  be  filed  for 
nnsnrveyed  land 

FUing  a  declaratory  atatementdoea  sot 
exhaust  tbe  right  of  entry  under  the  act  of 
March2, 1880 

If  a  declaratory  statement  is  illegal  be- 
eanse  filed  while  the  claimant  is  reaiding  an 
tk  preSmption  claim,  such  illegality  may  be 
cured  by  subsequent  entry  under  the  filing, 
after  aubmisaion  of  pieSmptlon  proof,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  interrening  right — 

Illinois. 

See  Swamp  Land. 

Iinprovementfl* 

See  FrOmptUm, 

Indemnity. 

See  BaiOroad  Ortmt,  SeluM  Land. 

Indian  Lands. 

Members  of  the  ciUsen  band  of  Pottawat- 
omies  may  elect  whether  they  wiU  take  allot- 
ments under  the  act  of  May  23, 1872,  or  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1887 

New  selections  may  be  allowed  under  the 
act  of  ISky  23, 1872,  in  lien  of  allotments 
pending  thereunder  and  uuperfected  at  the 
passage  of  the  acts  of  March  1  and 2, 1880, 
and  certificates  therefor  may  issue  on  the 
payment  of  the  sum  per  acre  originally 
given  by  the  United  States 163 

Allotments  provided  for  prior  to  the  act 
of  1887  not  necessarily  confined  to  the  terms 
of  the  prior  act 107 

Agricultural  lauds  formerly  within  Sioux 
Beservation  must  be  disposed  of  under  tbe 
homestead  law 231 

Osage. 

See  Filing,  Final  Proof, 

Purchaser  of,  muat  be  an  actual  settler. .  2S0|, 

SI0.275 

Where  two  claimants  for,  are  both  in 
default,  either  as  to  filing  or  final  proof 
and  payment,  the  superior  right  must  be 
accorded  to  the  one  who  first  submits  final 
proof 275 

A  single  woman  who  has  the  qualifica- 
tions of  a  preSmptor,  and  after  due  compli- 
ance with  law  and  submiaslon  of  final  proof 
marriea,  is  not  by  such  marriage  depriTod  of 
the  right  to  have  her  entr^  allowed 806 

The  purchaser  of,  mustdiow  that  he  is  an 
actual  settler  by  residence  following  the  al- 
leged act  of  settlement,  and  the  proof  re- 
quired of  such  fact  is  no  less  in  degree  than 
that  required  under  the  preSmption  law  . . .  216 

The  provisions  of  section  2285,  B.  8.,  do 
not  exempt  the  settlers  named  therein  fh>m 
the  specified  rciitrictions  of  the  t'reemption 
law,  except  as  to  lands  held  by  settlement 
on  May  0,  1872,  and  the  ^nrchaae  of  uadk 
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lands  exbannts  the  preSmptire  ligbi,  eitbor 
as  to  Osage  or  other  land 372 

Settlement  on,  subsequent  to  tho  act  of 
Mny  9, 1872,  does  not  authorize  the  purchase 
thereof,  if  prior  thereto  the  settler  had  per- 
fected an  entry  of  sach  land  372 

One  who  quits  or  abandons  residence  on 
his  own  land  to  reside  on  Osage  land  in  the 
same  State  is  disqualified  to  parchase  said 
land 1«4 

Requirement  as  to  six  months'  residence 
prior  to  final  proof  not  applied  with  the 
same  rigor  to  settler  on  Osage  land  as  to  a 
preimptor  of  other  land,  bat  the  acts  of 
such  settler  must  show  clearly  an  intention 
of  making  the  land  his  home 302 

Settlement  and  occupancy  of,  do  not  se- 
cure the  right  of  purchase  if  such  acts  were 
not  with  the  intention  of  talcing  the  land 
for  a  home 268,319 

Otoe  and  Missouri  a. 

The  settlement  required  of  a  pnrohaser 
must  be  in  good  faith  and  permanent  in  char* 
acter 546 

Instructions  and  circulars. 

See  tables  o/,  and  cireulart  cited  and  can- 
Mtrued,  page  xvii. 

JTudgment. 

An  order  of  cancellation  based  on  the  re- 
port of  a  special  agent  can  not  be  treated 
as  final  if  the  record  does  not  show  notice 
of  snob  action  duly  sorted  upon  the  entry- 
man 278 

lurisdictlon. 

See  Re»  Judicata. 

Of  the  comiuissionor  to  render  a  decision 
on  the  whole  record,  where  ho  has  ordered  a 
rehearing,  not  afTected  by  the  actio  a  of  the 
local  oflice  on  the  evidence  submitted  at  snch 
rehearing. 199 

Commissioner  has  no  authority  to  enter- 
tain an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
office  on  claims  presented  under  the  Vigil 
and  St.  Viain  grant,  as  tho  statute  in  such 
case  directs  that  said  claims  shall  be  estab- 
lished to  the  satii<faction  of  said  oflice,  and 
does  not  provide  for  an  appeal  therefrom  . .  226 

Land  Department. 

Employes  oC  may  not  enter  public  lands. 
Circular  of  September  15,  1890 348 

Clerks  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor-general 
are  clerks  or  employ6s  in  the  general  land 
office  within  the  meaning  of  section  452  R.  S., 
and  therefore  disqualified  to  enter  public 
land. 96 

Local  Offick. 

While  closed,  time  will  not  run  as  against 
applicants  for  public  land  if  the  Commissioner 
so  directs 256 


P»ge. 

IVIineral  Land. 

A  segregation  survey  at  the  expense  of  the 
agricultural  claimant  may  be  directed,  where 
his  claim  includes  land  of  mineral  oharaoter, 
oovere<lby  a  previous  mineral  location..  409 

The  Department  retains  Jurisdiction  to 
consider  and  determine  tho  character  of  land 
claimed  under  the  mineral  laws  until  the  is- 
ananoo  of  patent 246,441 

Proximity  of  land  to  coal  veins  will  not 
alone  warrant  tho  conclusion  that  it  is  min- 
eral in  character 462 

Mineral  character  of  land  as  a  present  fact 
niUHt  be  shown  to  support  the  conclusion 
that  the  land  is  such,  when  not  so  retnmed.  462 

'Beport  of  a  special  agent,  made  prior  to  the 
act  of  March  3,  1883,  that  land  is  valuable  for 
ooal,  excludes  snch  land  from  subsequent 
homestead  entry  until  after  public  offering 
(Ala.) 547 

Land  reported  valuable  for  coal  prior  to 
the  act  of  1883,  but  covered  by  a  homestead 
entry  at  date  of  the  act,  becomes  subject 
thereto  on  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
(Ala.) 547 

Additional  homestead  entry  of  land  re- 
ported valuable  for  coal  prior  to  the  act  of 
March  3, 1883,  can  not  be  allowed  nntil  after 
public  offering  (Ala.) 557 

mining:  Claim. 

Application  will  not  be  allowed  if  the 
mineral  character  of  the  land  does  not  satis- 
factorily appear 563 

Placer  application  will  not  be  allowed  if 
the  evidence  does  not  show  as  a  present  fact 
the  placer  character  of  the  land 441 

A  citizen  of  the  United  States,  acting  in 
the  interest  of  a  foreign  corporation,  can 
not  make  a  mineral  entry  for  the  benefit  of 
such  corporation 425 

Application  to  make  entry,  held  without 
action  during  the  absence  of  the  register, 
reserves  the  land  covered  thereby  until  final 
action  thereon 212 

Entry  made  during  the  existence  of  an- 
other entry  for  the  same  tract  is  irregular, 
but  may  be  allowed  to  stand  on  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  previous  entry 120 

A  decision  cancelling  an  entry  "without 
prpjndice  to  the  claimant's  prooceding  de 
novo,  in  a  regular  manner,'*  is  in  effeot  only 
a  permit  to  the  claimant  to  renew  his  ap- 
plication, subject  to  adverse  rights 120 

The  publication  of  an  application  in  a 
weekly  paper  requires  ten  insertiona 457 

Where  the  publication  is  made  under  a 
former  piactice  that  recognized  nine  inser- 
tions in  a  weekly. paper  as  sufficient,  the  en- 
try may  be  eqnitably  confirmed  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  adverse  claim 457 

In  case  of  protest  against  an  application, 
the  local  office  is  authorized  to  order  a  hear- 
ing to  determine  the  chxkractor  of  the  land, 
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Bight  not  TitUtod  by  the  fact  that  tbe 
land  entered  contams  a  stone  quarry,  and 
that  tbe  entryman  was  aware  of  such  fact 
at  date  of  application,  if  good  faith  is  other- 
wise apparent IM 

A  settler  in  good  faith  who  is  subsequently 
appointed  register  before  the  Itnd  is 
opened  to  entry  is  entitled  to  perfect  his 
claim  under  section  2287,  B.  S.,  the  same  as 
though  it  had  been  initiated  by  an  applica- 
tion toenter  18 

Section  2287,  R.  S.,  authorises  the  perfec- 
tion of  apending  claim  tiirongh  payment  for 
the  land,  and  not  through  a  constructive 
residence  thereon — 18 

Kight  can  not  be  acquired  by  an  Indian 
who  maintains  the  tribal  relation 57 

The  language  in  section  2,  act  of  Septem- 
ber 211,  1890,  authorising  a  "second  home- 
stead entry  "  refers  only  to  those  who  had 
theretofwe  made  such  entry  but  failed  fh>m 
uiy  cause  to  perfect  the  same 025 

Act  OF  Junk  15, 1880. 

Bight  of  purchase  suspended  by  the  ini- 
tiation of  a  contest 201 

Allowance  of  cash  entry  during  the  pend- 
ency of  a  contest  is  an  error  that  can  only  be 
raised  on  behalf  of  the  sncce^sfnl  contest- 
ant  608 

Bight  of  purchase  defeated  by  interven- 
ing claim  where  the  applicant  falls  to  ap- 
peal in  time  ftrom  the  TC||ection  of  his  appli- 
cation   570 

Pailureof  the  homesttederto  comply  with 
the  law  in  the  matters  of  settiement  and 
residence  does  not  affect  his  right  of  pur- 
chase   402 

Cancellation  of  the  original  entry  no  bar 
to  purchase  under  the  act 410 

Personal  affidavit  not  required  of  tiie  orig- 
inal entryman  where  he  applies  to  pur- 
chase and  the  duplicate  receipt  is  with  the 
record.... 556 

Cash  entry  allowed  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
entryman's  attorney  will  not  be  disturbed 
where,  after  transfer  of  the  land,  the  entry- 
man  refiises  to  make  the  affidavit  required 
by  the  regulations •« 687 

Additeomal. 

Under  the  act  of  March  8, 1879,  an  entry 
can  not  be  maintained  by  acts  of  eutry  man's 
tenant  in  the  matter  of  residence,  occupancy, 
and  cultivation 412 

Application  to  make,  under  section  6,  act 
of  March  2, 1880,  may  be  presented  by  one 
who  has  commuted  for  part  of  the  land  cov- 
ered by  a  former  entry... 804 

Commutation. 

Bight  of,  dependent  upon  prior  compliance 
with  the  homestead  law 235,312 

One  who  submits  proof  for  part  of  the  land 
covered  by  his  original  entry  exhausts  his 
right  thereunder,  but  may  apply  for  addi- 


tional entry  mder  saotiiMi  0,  aot  of  Maroh 
2,1889 

SOLDURS. 

Declaratory  statement  can  not  be  filed  for 
nnsnrveyed  land 

Filing  a  declaratory  statement  does  not 
exhsnst  tbe  right  of  entry  under  the  act  of 
March2, 1889 

If  a  dedaratory  statement  is  illegal  be- 
oanse  filed  while  the  claimant  is  residing  on 
i^  preemption  claim,  sooh  illegality  may  be 
oared  by  subsequent  entry  under  the  filing, 
after  submission  of  preSmption  proof,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  intervening  right 

Illinois. 

See  Swamp  Land, 

Improvements* 

See  PreimptUm. 

Indemnity. 

See  JSaOrMuKTraiiC  School  Land, 

Indian  Lands. 

Members  of  the  citisen  band  of  Pottawat- 
omies  may  elect  whether  they  wiU  take  allot- 
ments under  the  aot  of  May  23, 1872,  or  Feb- 
ruary8,  1887 lO 

ITew  selections  may  be  allowed  under  the 
aot  of  Mhy  28, 1872,  in  lieu  of  allotments 
pending  thereunder  and  uuperf  ected  at  the 
passage  of  the  acts  of  March  1  and  3, 1889, 
and  certificates  therefor  may  issue  on  the 
payment  of  the  sum  per  acre  originally 
given  by  the  United  States 103 

Allotments  provided  for  prior  to  the  act 
of  1887  not  necessarily  confined  to  the  terms 
of  the  prior  act 107 

Agricultural  lands  formerly  within  Sioux 
Beservation  must  be  disposed  of  under  the 

homestead  law 231 

OSAOB. 

See  FiUng,  FifMl  Proof. 

Purchaser  of,  must  be  an  actual  settier. .  258^ 

810,275 

Where  two  claimants  for,  are  both  in 
default,  either  as  to  filing  or  final  proof 
and  payment,  the  superior  right  must  be 
accorded  to  the  one  who  first  submits  final 
proof 275 

A  single  woman  who  has  the  qualifica- 
tions of  a  preSmptor,  and  after  due  compli- 
ance with  law  and  submission  of  final  proof 
marries,  is  not  by  such  marriage  deprived  of 
tiie  right  to  have  her  entry*'  allowed 886 

The  purchaser  of,  must  show  that  he  is  an 
actual  settier  by  residence  following  the  al- 
leged aot  of  settiement,  and  the  proof  re- 
quired of  such  fact  is  no  less  in  degree  than 
that  required  under  the  preSmptlon  law  . . .  218 

The  provisions  of  section  2285,  B.  S.,  do 
not  exempt  the  settlers  named  tiiereln  fh>m 
the  specified  restrictions  of  the  preemption 
law,  except  as  to  lands  held  by  settiement 
on  May  9,  1873,  and  the  purchase  of  ai^oh 
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lands  exbaiiRt«  the  preemptive  right,  either 
M  to  Osage  or  other  land 872 

Settlement  on,  subsequent  to  the  act  of 
^ny  9, 1872,  does  no:  authorize  the  purcliase 
thereof,  if  prior  thereto  the  settler  had  per- 
fected an  entry  of  sach  land 372 

One  who  quits  or  al)andons  residence  on 
his  own  land  to  reside  on  Osage  land  in  the 
same  State  is  disqualified  to  porchase  said 
land 164 

Requirement  as  to  six  months'  residence 
prior  to  final  proof  not  appUed  with  the 
same  rigor  to  settler  on  Osage  lund  as  to  a 
preemptor  of  other  land,  but  the  acts  of 
snob  settler  mnst  show  clearly  an  intention 
of  making  the  land  his  home 302 

Settlement  and  occupancy  of,  do  not  se- 
cure the  right  of  purchase  if  such  acts  were 
not  with  the  intention  of  taking  the  land 
for  a  home 268,319 

Otoe  and  Missouria. 

The  settlement  required  of  a  purchaser 
must  be  in  good  faith  and  permanent  in  char* 
acter 546 

lustructions  and  circulars* 

See  t4ible9  of,  and  eirculart  cited  and  eon- 
gtrued,  page  xvii. 

Judgment* 

An  order  of  cancellation  based  on  the  re- 
port of  a  special  agent  can  not  be  treated 
as  final  if  the  record  does  not  nhow  notice 
of  such  action  duly  served  upon  the  entry- 
man 278 

lurisdiction* 

See  Ret  Judicata. 

Of  the  oomiuissionor  to  render  a  decision 
on  the  whole  record,  where  ho  has  ordered  a 
rehearing,  not  aJBTected  by  the  action  of  the 
local  office  on  the  evidence  submitted  at  such 
rehearing. 199 

Commissioner  has  no  authority  to  enter- 
tain an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  local 
of9ce  on  claims  presented  under  the  Vigil 
and  St.  Vrain  grant,  as  tho  statute  in  such 
case  directs  that  said  claims  shall  be  estab- 
lished to  the  satif^faction  of  said  ofiioe,  aud 
does  not  provide  for  an  appeal  therefrom  . .  226 

Land  Department* 

Employes  of,  may  not  enter  public  lands. 
Circular  of  September  15, 1890 348 

Clerks  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor-general 
are  clerks  or  employ6s  in  the  general  land 
office  within  the  meaning  of  section  452  R.  S., 
and  therefore  disqualified  to  enter  public 
land 96 

Local  Office. 

While  closed,  time  will  not  run  as  against 
applicants  for  public  land  if  ihe  Commissioner 
80  directs.. «,..., 256 
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IVIineral  Land* 

A  segregation  survey  at  the  expense  of  the 
agricultural  claimant  may  be  directed,  where 
his  claim  includes  land  of  mineral  character, 
covered  by  a  previous  mineral  location..  M9 

The  Department  retains  Jurisdiction  to 
consider  and  determine  the  character  of  land 
claimed  utider  the  mineral  laws  until  the  is- 
suance of  patent 246,441 

Proximity  of  land  to  coal  veins  will  not 
atone  warrant  tho  conclusion  that  it  is  min- 
eral in  character 462 

Mineral  character  of  land  as  a  present  fact 
niuHt  be  shown  to  support  the  conclusion 
that  the  land  is  such,  when  not  so  returned.  462 

Seport  of  a  special  agentt  made  prior  to  the 
act  of  March  3,  1883,  that  land  in  valuable  for 
ooal,  excludes  such  land  from  subsequent 
homestead  entry  until  after  public  ofl!ering 
(Ala.) 647 

Land  reported  valuable  for  ooal  prior  to 
the  act  of  1883,  but  covered  by  a  homestead 
entry  at  date  of  the  act,  becomes  subject 
thereto  on  the  cancellation  of  the  entry 
(Ala.) '.  647 

Additional  homestead  entry  of  land  re- 
ported valuable  for  coal  prior  to  the  act  of 
March  3. 1883,  can  not  be  allowed  until  after 
public  offering  (Ala.) 657 

mining:  Claim* 

Application  will  not  be  allowed  if  the 
mineral  character  of  the  land  does  not  satis- 
factorily appear  563 

Placer  application  will  not  be  allowed  if 
the  evidence  does  not  show  as  a  present  fact 
the  placer  character  of  the  land 441 

A  citizen  of  the  United  States,  acting  in 
the  interest  of  a  foreign  corporation,  can 
not  make  a  mineral  entry  for  the  benefit  of 
such  corporation 425 

Application  to  make  entry,  held  without 
action  during  the  absence  of  the  register, 
reserves  the  land  covered  thereby  until  final 
action  thereon 212 

Entry  made  during  the  existence  of  an- 
other entry  for  the  same  tract  is  irregular, 
but  may  be  allowed  to  stand  on  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  previous  entry 120 

A  decision  cancelling  an  entry  "without 
prejudice  to  the  claimant's  proceeding  ds 
novo,  in  a  regular  manner,'*  is  in  effect  only 
a  permit  to  tho  claimant  to  renew  his  ap- 
plication, subject  to  adverse  rights 120 

The  publication  of  an  application  in  a 
weekly  paper  requires  ten  insertions 457 

Where  the  publication  is  made  under  a 
former  piactice  that  recognized  nine  inser- 
tions in  a  weekly. paper  as  sufficient,  the  en> 
try  may  be  equitably  confirmed  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  adverse  claim 457 

In  case  of  protest  against  an  application, 
the  local  office  is  authorized  to  order  a  hear- 
ing to  determine  the  character  of  the  land. 
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»nd  whether  there  has  been  dae  oompliMioe 
withlaw 214 

The  fiiilare  of  an  agent,  who  files  an  ad- 
yene  claim,  to  farnlsh  therewith  proof  in 
oorroboration  of  his  sworn  statement  of 
authority,  will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the 
adverse  claimant  to  have  the  controversy 
settled  in  the  courts 150 

An  adverse  claim  will  be  recognised  as 
filed  within  time,  if  Auoh  filing  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  regulations  then  in  force —  391 

Failure  to  prosecute  an  adverse  claim,  or 
in  other  msuner  assert  a  right  a;!aiu8t  a 
known  pending  application,  is  conclusive  as 
against  the  existence  of  such  right 8 

The  local  office  has  no  authority  to  allow 
au  entry  during  the  pendency  of  adverse 
Judicial  proceedings   ISO 

Judicial  proceedings  instituted  outside  of 
the  authority  of  section  2326  R  S.,  can  not 
aflTect  departmental  action  on  an  application 
for  patent 8 

No  action  can  be  taken  in  the  Land  De- 
partment on  an  application  for  patent  dnr- 
ing  the  pendency  of  adverse  Judicial  pro- 
ceedings   891 

The  relinquishment  by  the  applicant  of 
the  land  originally  in  conflict,  does  not 
authorise  the  Land  Department  in  reas- 
suming  Jurisdiction,  during!  the  pendency  of 
Judicial  proceedings  by  an  adverse  claimant, 
who  has  been  permitted  in  such  proceedings 
to  amend  so  as  to  embrace  a  larger  quantity 
of  land  than  was  included  in  the  original 
adverse  claim 891 

Individual  rights  of  an  applicant  are  not 
waived  by  his  executing,  as  president  of  a 
company,  an  agreement  recognizing  inter- 
ests adverse  to  said  company 8 

Entry  may  be  referred  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication  where  the  published 
notice  of  application  is  not  as  explicit  in  the 
matter  of  description  (connecting  line)  as  the 
notice  posted  on  the  claim 284 

The  surface  right  is  an  adjnnct  of  the  lode 
claim,  and  can  not  extend  beyond  the  point 
where  the  lode  intersects  the  exterior  line 
of  a  senior  location 236, 2S0 

Where  several  claims  are  embraced  within 
one  application,  the  annual  work  required 
by  statute  may  be  done  on  one  of  such  claims 
for  the  common  benefit  of  the  olaims  covered 
by  the  application 8 

The  use  and  occupancy  of  land  for  the 
maintenance  of  pumpin;^  works,  necessary 
to  the  operation  of  a  lode  mine,  is  such  a  use 
as  will  authorise  entry  of  the  land  as  a  mill- 
site  838 

Mill-site  location  not  made  for  the  use  or 
occupancy  of  the  applicant,  •  but  for  the 
benefit  of  another  can  not  be  passed  to  pat- 
ent  581 

misdescription* 

See  Patent^  Equity. 


Page- 

nratnralisaUoii. 

Of  the  father,  during  the  minority  of  tiie 
son,  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  Utter  and 
makes  him  a  citiaen 5T8 

niotlce. 

See  Practice  (sub-title  Notice). 

Obiter  dicta. 

Department  not  bound  by  the  expression 
of  an  opinion  in  »  matter  not  needful  to  the 
determination  of  the  question  aotually  in- 
volved  2AA 

Occupancy. 

See  Poeeeetion. 

Officer. 

Mistake  of,  should  not  prejudice  the  rigbta 
of  an  applicant  for  public  land 191 

Failure  or  reftisal  of  the  local  officers  to 
properly  discharge  a  duty  will  not  defeat  a 
right 218,356 

Oiclaiionia. 

Townsite  circular  of  July  10,  1800 24 

Townsite  circular  of  July  18, 1890,  commv- 
tedhomeetead 68 

Public  lands  in,  general  circular  of  July 
21.1890 79 

The  act  of  March  2, 1889,  opening  to  set- 
tlement and  entry  the  Territory,  as  limited 
by  the  third  proviso  of  section  13,  of  said 
act,  prohibits  any  one  from  entering  said 
Territory,  prior  to  the  hour  fixed  by  proo- 
lamation,  with  the  intention  of  settlement 
on  any  part  thereof 330 

No  permission  to  be  within  the  Territory 
by  virtue  of  special  employment  therein  can 
be  granted,  as  against  the  express  terms  of 
the  act  of  1889 330 

One  who  is  permissibly  within  the  Terri- 
tory prior  to  the  opening  thereof,  and  seeks 
to  take  advantage  of  his  presenoe  therein, 
has  "entered  and  occupied"  the  same  in 
violation  of  the  statute,  and  is  disqualified 
to  enter  any  of  said  landa,  or  acquire  any 
right  thereto 830 

Osage  Land. 

See  Indian  Lande,  FHing,  Final  Proef. 

'Otoe  and  Missouria  Indian 
£.and. 

See  SetUemenlt,  Indian  Lande. 

Patent. 

Suit  to  set  aside,  will  not  be  advised  in 
the  absence  of  a  specific  showing  sufflotent 
tojustify  such  action •• —    33 

May  issue  to  correct  a  mistake  in  the 
description  of  the  land 123 

Misdescription  in  final  oertifioate  and,  wiU 
not  defeat  the  right  of  the  purchaser  to  the 
land  actually  covered  by  the  sale  and  pur- 
chase, or  render  such  land  subject  to  the  en- 
try of  another 123.388 
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Certiflcation  eqnlvalont  to,  where  patent 
is  not  requtred  by  statute,  and  the  validity 
thereof  can  only  be  questioned  in  the  coarts  475 

Hearing  may  be  orderetl  to  determine 
whether  salt  to  racate,  should  bo  advised . .  690 

Payment. 

Time  extended  for,  in  case  of  failure  of 
crops,  circular  of  October  27, 1890 417 

Possession. 

And  oconpanoy  of  public  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  working  a  stone  quarry  thereon, 
confers  no  right  ns  against  the  United 
States,  or  others  having  a  valid  claim  under 
its  laws  140 

Practice. 

See  OonUH,  Evidence,  Judgment,  Juriidiciion, 
Bee  JudietUa. 

Generally. 

The  General  Land  Office  should  follow  the 
rulings  of  the  Department  in  the  disposition 
of  cases  that  fall  within  such  rulings 174 

When  witnesses  are  examined  by  the  lo- 
cal officers  their  finding  of  facts  where  the 
testimony  is  conflicting  is  entitled  to  spe- 
cial consideration  409,442,490 

Concurring  decisions  of  the  local,  and  gen- 
eral land  offices,  as  to  questions  of  fact,  are 
generally  accepted  as  conclusive  by  the  De- 
partment where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  321, 

344, 409, 420, 413, 490 

The  rule  as  to  the  effect  of  concurring  de- 
cisions below  is  not  followed  by  the  Depart- 
ment in  questions  of  law 426 

The  Department  will  not  render  an  opin- 
ion in  a  hypothetical  case 511 

Record  of  proceedings  in  the  local  office 
should  show  with  exactness  the  dates  when 
papers  are  filed  or  action  taken 117 

Sworn  statement  of  attorney,  disclosing 
the  interests  of  nn  intervener,  must  contain 
a  fuUsbowing  of  his  means  of  his  knowledge, 
and  such  facts  as  will  affirmatively  show  that 
the  party  seeking  to  intervene  has  a  present 
interest  in  the  matter  involved 306 

Motion  to  dismiss  should  not  be  filed  with 
an  officer  designated  to  take  testimony,  but 
when  so  filed  and  sent  up  with  the  record 
should  be  considered  on  the  day  of  hearing.  575 

Proceedings  on  the  report  of  special  agent  170, 

278,311,369,402,507,570 

Amendment. 

Of  an  application  for  certiorari,  denied  for 
want  of  formality,  can  not  be  allowed 316 

Appeal. 

See  Jurisdietion. 

Will  not  lie  from  an  interlocutory  order  of 
the  local  office 84 

Should  betaken  ftom  the  original  decision 
and  not  Arom  the  refusal  to  grant  a  rehear- 
ing   280 

Regularly  taken  should  not  bedimissed. .  235 
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An  attorney  who  advances  money  for  the 
prosecution  of  a  contettt  is  not  entitled  to  the 
right  of,  if  the  suit  is  dismissed 65 

By  attorney  on  behalf  of  deceased  client 
without  efltfct 604 

When  filed  from  a  decision  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  removes  the  case  from  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  that  office 140, 409 

Rights  lost  by  failure  to 416, 570 

If  not  taken  from  the  rejection  of  an  ap- 
plication to  contest  an  entry,  all  rights  are 
lost  thereunder 179 

In  the  absence  of,  and  no  reason  shown 
therefor,  the  Department  will  not  undertake 
to  review  a  decision  of  the  General  Land  Of- 
fice    101 

Failure  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an 
application  does  not  impair  tiie  claim  of  the 
»pplicant  if  he  is  not  informed  of  the  right 
of  appeal 191 

By  one  not  a  party  to  the  record  will  not 
be  entertained  in  the  absence  of  due  show- 
ing as  to  the  nature  of  the  interest  claimed 
by  the  intervening  appellant 499 

Validity  of,  from  the  local  office  will  not  be 
considered  by  the  Department  where  the 
case  is  submitted  on  its  merits  to  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office,  and  without  objection  to 
its  Jurisdiction 030 

Time  for  filing  from  decision  of  Commis- 
sioner bogins  to  run  from  the  date  that 
service  is  first  made,  whether  it  be  upon 
the  party  himself  or  upon  his  sttorney, 
either  local  or  resident  in  Washington 439 

In  all  cases  where  held  defective  by  the 
General  Land  Office  the  case  should  bo 
transmitted  to  the  Department  and  the  let- 
t>er  of  transmittal  should  specifically  dosig- 
nate  wherein  the  appeal  is  defective 48 

Failure  of  the  Commissioner  to  return  un- 
der rule  82  an  appeal  defective  for  want  of 
notice,  does  not  relieve  the  Department 
from  the  necessity  of  dismissing  the  same 
on  acconnt  of  said  defect,  if  the  time  allowed 
for  appeal  and  notice  has  expired 375 

In  the  absence  of,  a  decision  of  the  local 
office  contrary  to  existing  laws  and  regu- 
lations may  be  corrected  by  the  Commis- 
sioner  396,407 

In  the  absence  of,  the  decision  of  the  local 
office  is  final  as  to  the  facts,  and  will  not  be 
disturbed  by  the  Commissioner  except  under 
Rule  48 300 

Specifications  of  error  should  clearly  and 
concisely  designate  the  errors  alleged 214 

Will  be  dismissed  if  there  is  no  proof  that 
a  copy  of  the  appeal  and  specifications  of  er- 
ror was  sei  ved  on  the  opposite  p.irty 48 

Will  not  be  considered  in  the  absence  of 
proper  service  of  notice  thereof  on  the  oppo- 
site party 249,385 

There  is  no  prescribed  form  of  words  to 
be  used  in  giving  notice  of,  and  to  serve  the 
apiiellee  with  a  true  copy  thereof  is  suffi- 
cient notice 406 
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The  words  "service  accepted**  iDdorsed 
on  the,  by  the  attorney  of  appellee,  imply 
service  of  notice  accopte<1,  and  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  receipt  of  "  copy  "  thus  in> 
dorsed  implies  that  snoh  copy  is  of  the  pa- 
per fio  indorsed 406 

Will  not  bo  f  ntertained  if  a  copy  thereof 
is  not  served  apon  the  opposite  party  within 
the  prescribed  period 385 

Taken  from  a  decision  holding;  an  entry 
for  cancellation,  on  account  of  the  adverse 
claim  of  anotlier,  will  not  be  entertained  in 
the  absence  of  due  notice  to  such  adverse 
claimant 375 

Fiom  the  rejection  of  an  application  to 
enter  will  not  be  entertained,  in  the  absence 
of  notice  to  an  adverse  claimant  of  record. .  621 

Will  not  be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that 
a  copy  thereof  was  not  served  in  time  on 
the  opposite  party,  if  the  record  does  not 
show  when  notice  of  the  decision  was  served 
on  theappellant 49 

From  a  decision  holding  an  entry  for  can- 
collation  waived  by  a  subsequent  applica- 
tion for  repayment  of  the  parchase  money . .  624 

Continuance, 

Of  a  case,  from  day  to  day,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  the  parties,  preclades 
subsequent  objection  to  such  action 846 

Costs. 

Under  mle  55  each  party  most  pay  the 
cost  of  taking  the  testimony  of  his  own  wit- 
nesses, both  on  direct  and  cross-examina- 
tion  888 

Hearing. 

Discretionary  with  the  Commissioner 
whether  ho  will  order  a,  on  protest  filed 
against  final  proof 273 

Kefusal  of  the  Commissioner  to  order,  on 
protest  against  final  proof,  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed if  Huch  action  does  not  amount  to 
the  denial  of  a  right 807 

Application  for,  addressed  to  the  Secre- 
tary, calls  for  the  exorcise  of  his  discretion- 
ary authority,  and  he  should  therefore  be 
fully  informed  as  to  all  facts  connected 
with  the  subject-matter 349 

Ordered  by  the  Department,  is  nc.t  af- 
fected by  the  circular  instructions  of  May 
15, 1889,  issued  to  special  agents  by  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office,  directing  the  suspension  of 
proceedings  wherein  it  is  believed  that  the 
government  will  not  be  able  to  sustain  the 
charge  against  the  entry 869 

Notice. 

See  Appeal  (supra). 
•  Questions  affecting  the  sufficiency  of,  can 
onlj-  be  raised  by  the    defendant,  or  one 
claiming  under  him 199 

A  defendsnt  who  appears  generally,  with- 
out objection  to  the  sufficiency  of,  can  not 
raise  such  question  after  Judgment 418 


Pasie- 

Ottfection  to  the  sufficiency  of,  waived  by 
general  appearance 19S 

One  who  admits  the  service  of,  and  ap- 
pears generally  without  allegation  of  preju- 
dice, can  ixot  plead  a  defect  therein. 369 

Of  a  contest  should  recite  the  charges 
contained  in  the  affidavit  of  contest,  but 
will  not  be  regarded  as  defective  if  it  abowa 
a  sufficient  allegation  to  support  a  Jadg^ 
ment  of  cancellation 418 

Of  contest  may  be  signed  by  one  or  both 
of  the  local  officers 418 

Of  contest  not  invalidated  by  the  omia- 
aion  of  the  register  to  affix  to  his  signature 
thereto  his  official  designation. S69 

Of  contest  on  resident  defendant  by  reg- 
istered letter,  not  authorised 604 

Publication  of,  without  an  affidavit  as  the 
basis  therefor,  confers  no  Jarlsdiction  upon 
the  local  office 315 

By  publication  defectivo  for  want  of  copy 
^y  registered  letter  is  not  made  good  by 
subsequently  mailing  such  notice,  withont 
new  posting  and  publication 433 

In  an  affidavit,  filed  as  the  basis  for  an  or- 
der of  publication,  which  sets  forth  that 
the  defendant  is  Xtot  a  resident  of  the  State, 
and  personal  service  can  not  be  made,  It  is 
not  necessary  to  show  what  efforts  have  been 
msde  to  secure  personal  service 261 

Of  a  decision  by  mail,  whether  1»y  regis- 
tered or  unregistered  letter,  will  not  bind 
the  party  to  be  served,  if  such  notice  fails 
to  reach  him 574 

Of  a  decision  by  unregistered  letter  ia  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  service 961 

Of  a  decision  can  not  be  given  verbally  . .  261 

Of  a  decision  to  an  attorney  of  record  ia 
notice  to  the  party  he  represents 394 

Failure  to  receive,  of  a  decision  can  not 
be  set  up  by  one  whose  own  laches  baa  pre- 
vented service  in  the  manner  prescribed.. .  574 

Of  cancellation  to  the  attorney  of  a  sao- 
cessfnl  contestant  is  notice  to  the  oontestant  202 

Rkhearing. 

Commissioners'  discretion  in  ordering, 
will  not  be  controlled  by  the  Department, 
in  the  absence  oi  an  apparent  abuse  of  dis- 
cretionary authority 260 

Required,  where  the  record  is  indefinite 
and  it  can  not  be  determined  therefh»m 
whether  the  defendant  had  due  notice  of 
the  day  set  for  the  hearing 117 

An  allegation  of  additional  evidence,  not 
newly  discovered,  made  for  the  first  time  on 
review  comes  too  late  to  justify 565 

Will  not  be  gran  ted  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discoverotl  evidence  where  due  diligenoe  ia 
not  shown  in  making  known  the  alleged 
discQvery,  and  taking  action  thereon 616 

Application  for,  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  evidence,  should  be  supported  hy 
the  affidavits  of  the  persons  by  whom  the 
applicant  expects  to  prove  the  alleged  addi- 
UonalfaoU 616 
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Failnre  of  tlie  applioant's  attorney  to 
properly  condaot  the  omo  doee  not  famish 
groandfor 618 

Whec  granted,  the  oaee  is  generally  tried 
de  novo,  and  the  petitioner  in  snoh  case  will 
not  be  heard  to  oomplain  of  former  proceed- 
ings therein  however  defective  they  may  be.  319 

In  proceedings  by  the  government 
agidnst  an  entry  held  by  a  transferee  the 
entryman  is  not  entitled  to,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  not  served  with  notice  of  sach 
proceedings,  and  the  orders  made  there- 
nnder,  wherehe  appears  as  a  witness  for  the 
govonment  and  sets  np  no  rights  nndor  the 
entry 311 

Revibw. 

Motion  for,  most  be  accompanied  by  affi- 
davit that  the  request  is  in  good  faith  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  delay 623 

On  motion  for,  the  specifications  of  error 
most  be  definite,  and  clearly  set  forlh  the 
facts  or  issues  on  which  a  ruling  is  desired.     8 

In  the  absence  of  sufficient  reason  shown 
a  motion  for,  will  not  be  considered  if  not 
filed  In  time 611 

Reversal  of  concurring  decisions  of  the 
local  office,  General  Land  Office,  and  the 
Department^  on  a  finding  of  fact,  not  Justi- 
fied except  on  a  strong  and  dear  showing..  618 

Will  not  be  granted  on  the  application  of 
a  transferee  unless  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  the  entryman  is  entitled  to  be  heard. .  623 

Motion  for,  filed  by  a  transferee  most  set 
np  facts  sufficient  to  show  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  such  hearing 194 

Petition  for  re-review  wiU  not  be  enter- 
tained unless  it  sets  up  new  matter  for  con- 
sideration  314,849,480 

Application  for,  which  calls  for  the  exer- 
cise of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary on  behalf  of  a  stranger  to  the  record, 
wiU  not  be  entertained  where  such  appli- 
cant can  assert  his  rights  through  regular 
proceedings,  instituted  for  that  purpose 403 

Preemption. 

See  Entry,  Filing,  FincU  Proof,  Indian  Landt, 
Bi|^t  and  extent  of,  determined  by  set- 
tlement     72 

Law  in  the  States  admitted  into  the  Union 
by  the  act  of  February  22, 1890,  not  repealed 

by  section  17  of  said  act 307 

Right  of,  exhausted  by  transmutation  ...  322 
Right  of,  exhausted  by  an  entry  made 

without  requisite  compliance  with  law 290 

Default  in  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  can  not  be  cured  after  en- 


try- 


890 


Claim  initiated  and  maintained  in  the  in- 
terest of  another  is  illegal,  and  the  filing 
thereunder  must  be  canceled 548 

lUght  of,  not  defeated  by  failure  to  make 
proof  and  payment  prior  to  a  day  erro- 
neously appointed  for  the  pablic  offering 
of  the  land,  where  such  tract  on  the  dls- 


Pago, 
oovery  of  the  error  is  subsequently  with- 
held from  sale  445 

No  right  of,  is  acquired  by  settlement  on 
reserved  land,  and  if  the  settler  dies  while 
the  land  is  under  reservation  his  hein  have 
no  right  thereto  that  can  be  perfected  under 
section  2269  R.  S.  after  the  land  is  restored 
to  the  public  domain 477 

Lands  chiefly  valuable  for  timber  may  be 
taken  under  the  preemption  law  if  the 
claimant's  good  faith  is  clearly  manifest.     7 

In  determining  the  good  faith  of  a  claim 
asserted  for  lands  subject  to  entry  under 
the  timber  and  stone  act  of  1878  the  charac- 
ter of  the  land  may  be  properly  considered.  145 

Requirements  with  respect  to  settlement, 
residence,  and  improvement  applicable  to 
lands  formerly  embraced  in  the  Fort  Larned 
Military  Reservation 290 

Improvements  required  of  the  settler  are 
not  specified  by  stAtnte,  but  mast  be  such 
as  to  indicate  good  fi&ith 172 

Temporary  removal  of  the  proSmpt4>r 
from  land  of  his  own  will  not  take  the  claim 
out  of  the  second  inhibitory  clause  of  sec- 
tion 2260  R.S 539,553 

Price  of  Ijand. 

See  PttUio  Xofui. 

Private  Claim. 

The  right  to  indemnity  under  section  3, 
act  of  June  2,  1858,  does  not  exist  if  the 
claim  under  which  such  right  is  asserted 
was  satisfied  by  location  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  said  act 147 

"Patent"  certificates  for  claims  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  1828  were  transmitted 
to  the  General  Land  Office  to  show  the  ac- 
tion of  the  Land  Office  in  the  premises 149 

The  land  embraced  within  the  Sangre  de 
Ghristo  grant  at  the  date  of  the  confirma- 
tory act  belonged  to  the  United  States  if 
not  to  the  grantees,  and  it  was  therefore 
competent  for  Congress  to  confirm  the  title 
in  the  grantees  either  by  a  grant  de  novo 
or  by  confirming  the  Mexican  grant 203 

Duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  direct  the 
survey  of,  and  to  issue  patents  thereon,  not 
limited  to  grants  covered  by  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe  Hidalgo 203 

Section  1,  act  of  February  25,  1869,  does 
not  authorize  an  appeal  frem  the  decision 
of  the  local  office  on  claims  presented  under 
the  Vigil  and  St  Vrain  grant 22« 

Mexican  grant  of  quantity  within  a  tract  of 
larger  area  is  a  fioat,  and  the  lands  reserved 
within  such  area  are  those  that  may  be  ac- 
tually required  to  satisfy  the  float 463 

For  a  specific  place  or  rancho  reserves 
the  land  included  within  the  boundaries  as 
finally  ascertained 491,538 

Nolan  grant  No.  39 ;  statement  of  action 
made  to  the  Secretary  of  State 518 
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Pace. 
St;lt'ctiona  nailer  tbe  act  of  October  1, 1890, 
in  liou  of  lautls  bcloDjsiii;;  to  tho  Itancho 
PuiitA  de  la  Lns^una  munt  be  made  within 
one  year  rrom  date  of  aaid  act,  aD<)  may  be 
by  a^ent  or  attorney  uuder  appropriate  in- 
•tractions 512,550 

Private  Entry. 

Non-mineral  aflidavit  properly  required 
with  application,  to  make 216 

Made  In  good  faitb,  of  tbe  land  covered 
by  the  previous  timber  rnlture  entry  of  tbe 
pnrobaaer.  may  be  referred  to  tbe  board  of 
equitable  a^indication  in  the  absoDce  of 
an  advemeolaim 899 

Public  Eiand. 

Within  tbe  limits  of  a  railroad  grant  and 
reduced  In  price  by  the  act  of  June  15,  1880, 
is  again  rained  to  double  minimum  if  it  sub- 
sequently falls  within  the  limits  of  another 
grant 00 

Section  4,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  docs  not 
rednce  the  priceof  land  within  the  limits  of 
a  railroad  grant  if  the  portion  of  railniod 
opposite  thereto  was  completed  prior  to  the 
passageof  said  act 00 

Pnrciiaser. 

See  Alienation^  Homestead  (snb-title,  act 
Jnn«  16.  1880). 
Railroad  Land. 

Railroad  Grant. 

B«e  Final  Proof,  Bailroad  Landt,  liigkt  of 
Way, 

Gknrrallt. 

Takes  effect  on  landm  free  at  definite  loca- 
tion     91 

Status  of  land  at  definite  location  deter- 
mines whether  it  is  subject  to  tho  grant 
irrespective  of  any  subsequent  order  of 
withdrawal 186 

In  the  a^astroent  of,  the  Department  can 
not  depart  from  Htatutory  authority  to  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  parties  claiming  under  the 
company 607 

Failure  of  tbe  company  to  appear  in  re- 
sponse to  final-proof  notice  preclades  its 
denial  of  the  corrvciuess  of  the  case  as 
made  by  the  record,  but  forfeita  no  right 
shown  thereby 91, 633 

Selection  of  land  within  granted  limits 
confers  no  right 482 

Right  of  selection  under  the  act  of  June 
2,  1864,  can  not  be  exercised  if  the  land  is 
covered  by  homestead  settlement 271 

Right  to  even  sections  under  the  act  of 
Jnne  2, 1864,  within  the  six -mile  limits  of  tho 
grant  of  1856  does  not  attach  until  selec- 
tion, and  the  right  of  selection  can  not  be 
exercised  until  definite  location  of  the  modi- 
fied line 271 

Consent  of  the  company  to  a  judicial 
decree  recognizing  the  validity  of  an  entry 
under  which  settlement  rights  are  alleged 
Ssan  abandonment  of  the  company's  pond- 


log  selection  of  the  land  so  far  as  tbe  rights 
of  ihe  sotUer  are  concerned • 371 

The  act  of  July  28,  1866,  revivlBg  the 
grant  of  Febraary  9,  1853.  was  not  m  new 
donation  of  lands  included  within  the  Umlta 
of  tbe  original  grant,  bat  a  waiver  of  the 
terms  of  reversion  contained  in  aaid  grank 
(St*  Louis,  Iron  MoonUln  and  Sonthom  &. 
R  Co.) 1S7 

Settlement  and  residenoe  on  am  odd-nnm- 
bcred  section,  partly  within  the  fanner 
boundaries  of  the  '*  Indian  oonntry  "  claimed 
by  the  Wahpeton  and  Sisaeton  Sionx,  and 
wholly  within  the  grant  to  the  Kortbem 
Pacific,  does  not^  on  the  extinction  of  the 
Indian  title,  confer  any  right  as  against  the 
grant,  if  on  that  part  of  the  land  within  the 
liidian  country SOS 

Tho  grant  of  March  3, 1871,  not  only  eoo- 
templatea  a  preliminary  designation  of  the 
general  route,  bat  also  a  map  of  definite  lo> 
cation,  and  by  such  map  the  limits  of  the 
grant  are  determined.    (Southern  Pac) 582 

Where  the  primary  limita  of  one  eompaiiy 
conflict  with  the  indemnity  limits  of  aa* 
ottier,  and  both  derive  their  grants  from  the 
same  act,  the  former  is  entitled  to  the  lands 
in  question,  without  regard  to  priority  of 
location  or  oonstrnction WT 

On  a  corroborated  allegation  that  certain 
land  patented  to  the  company  is  excepted 
ft-om  its  grant  by  reason  of  its  known  min- 
eral character,  a  hearing  may  be  ordered  to 
ascertain  whether  the  facts  Justify  Judicial 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title 

Tho  grant  of  Jnly  1, 1862,  and  Joly  2. 1884, 
is  not  controlled  by  the  designation  of  the 
general  route,  but  by  the  definite  location 
of  the  road,  and  the  departure  of  the  com- 
pany, in  its  location  and  construction  of  the 
road  from  tho  general  route  as  deaignated 
by  the  map  of  1866,  does  not  abridge  the 
grant 

Failure  of  the  Leavenworth,  Pawnee  and 
Western  Company  to  signify  under  seal  its 
acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the  aet  of 
Jnly  1.  1862,  does  not  defeat  the  right  to 
patents  thereunder 108 

The  President's  acceptance  of  the  Union 
Pacific  road  as  constrnctrd  on  its  line  of 
definite  location  west  of  Fort  Riley  to  the 
one  hundredth  meridian,  meets  the  statutory 
requirerocnt  that  snch  route  shall  be  sob- 
JHct  to  the  approval  of  tho  President,  as  the 
innp  of  naid  route  was  accepted  by  the  Sec- 
retiiry  of  tbe  Interior,  and  the  road  con- 
structed ou  the  faith  of  said  acceptance....  166 

Directions  given  for  the  issuance  of  pat- 
ents to  the  Union  Pacific  company  for  lands 
in  the  State  of  Kansas 108 

The  lateral  limits  of  the  grant  as  fixed  by 
the  original  wiihdiawals,  should  not  be  read- 
JuHtpd  with  the  view  to  recovering  title  to 
l:ind!)  patented  to  the  Missouri,  Fftuwr  and 
Texas  Co.  that  may  thus  be  shown  to  U» 
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ontside  of  its  yrant,  as  (I)  the  title  to  said 
lands  has  passed  out  of  the  company  (2), 
the  ori)cinal  withdrawals  mast  be  preenmed 
to  have  been  made  after  due  consideration, 
and  (3)  said  withdrawals  have  stood  unqaes- 
tioned  for  many  years  and  titles  yested 
thereunder 130 

Departmental  action  for  the  recovery  of 
landu  within  the  New  York  Indian  Reserva- 
tion patented  to  the  Missonri,  Kansas  and 
Texas  Co.  under  the  grant  of  1863,  and  acts 
amendstory  tiiereof,  precluded  by  executive 
and  Congressional  action  based  on  the  opin- 
ion (acquiesced  in  by  the  Indians)  that  said 
reservation  had  ceased  toexist 130 

In  establishing;  the  terminals  fiepqrating 
the  granted  lands  from  those  forfeited,  the 
lines  should  be  run  at  right  angles  to  the 
general  coarse  of  the  last  twenty-five  miles 
of  the  road.    (Northern  Pac.) 035 

Under  section  6  of  the  act  of  September 
2fc,  1880,  the  Northern  Pacific  should  be  re- 
quired to  elect  as  to  the  alternate  odd- 
numbered  sections  it  will  take  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  moiety  for  its  constructed  branch 
line,  where  the  limits  of  such  line  overlap 
the  limits  of  the  forfeiU^  main  line,  and  the 
remaining  odd  sections  be  restored  to  the 
pnblic  domain 625 

The  Gulf  and  Ship  Island  road  required 
to  indicate  the  exact  point  where  its  line  wUl 
cross  the  New  Orleans  and  Northeastern 
road. 025 

Application  for  suspension  of  proceedings 
under  the  decision  of  January  24,  1880,  in 
the  Wisconsin  Central  case  denied 015 

Action  suspended  on  the  location,  under 
the  forfeiture  act,  of  the  westom  terminal 
line  of  the  grant  in  aid  of  the  Marquette, 
Houghton  and  Ontonagon  K.  R.  Co 460 

Act  op  June  22,  1874. 

Amended  by  set  of  Con«rre8s  August  29, 
1800,  and  circular  issued  thereunder,  No- 
vember 1,1800 43i 

Act  of  April  21,  1876. 

An  entry  made  in  good  faith  by  an  actual 
settler,  before  notice  of  withdrawal  is  re- 
ceived at  the  local  office,  and  under  which 
compliance  with  law  is  shown,  is  confirmed 
by  section  1,  and  the  cancellation  of  such 
entry  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  will 
not  defeat  the  confirmatory  operation  there- 
of     85 

Indemnity. 

The  right  to  select  a  particular  tract  not 
reoogniaed  if  the  basis  is  not  specifically 
designated 1,428 

The  order  of  May  28,  1883,  permitting 
sdections  without  designating  the  basis, 
did  not  extend  to  lands  subject  to  settle- 
ment, but  only  applied  to  lands  protected 
by  withdrawal  (Nor.  Pac) 428 

An  expired  preSmption  filing  no  bar  to 
■election 138 


Page. 

No  action  should  be  taken  on  selections 
for  lands  covered  by  expired  filings  until 
after  notice  to  the  claimants  to  assert  any 
rights  they  may  possess 505 

The  right  of  selection  is  not  defeated  by 
the  fact  that  the  land  selected  in  within  the 
primary  limits  of  another  grant^^  if  such 
land  at  date  of  selection  is  vacant  public 
land 138 

The  grant  of  February  9, 1853.  as  revived 
and  extended  by  the  act  of  1866,  was  in- 
tended equally  for  every  part  of  the  road 
and  its  branches,  and  deficiencies  on  one 
branch  may  be  made  up  by  selections  from 
lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the 
other.    (Little  Rock  and  Mem jtliis  Co)  ....  168 

A  settlement  claim  acquired  and  main- 
tained in  good  faith  after  the  revocation  of 
an  ind-^mnity  withdrawal  is  good  as  against 
a  subsequent  selection 494 

A  company  claiming  under  a  selection 
wiihin  a  revoked  indemnity  withdrawal 
can  not  plead  insufficient  notice  of  an  ad- 
verse settlement  claim  where  it  appears  in 
response  to  Anal  proof  notice,  files  protest 
and  is  heard  thereon 494 

Principles  announced  in  the  case  of  the 
Chicago,  St  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha 
Railway  Company,  6  L.  D.,  195,  followed  in 
the  a4,iustment  of  the  grant  to  the  Missouri, 
Kansas  and  Texas  Company 130 

Lands  Excrpted. 

Does  not  take  elTent  upon  land  covered  by 
an  entry  at  date  of  de finite  location ;  and  the 
subsequent  cancellation  of  the  entry  does 
not  affect  the  status  of  the  land  under  the 
grant 157 

A  homestead  entry  of  record  at  date  of 
definite  location  excepts  the  land  covered 
thereby  from  the  grant ;  and  the  ontryman's 
subsequent  compliance  with  law  is  immate- 
rial  635 

The  company  will  not  be  heard  to  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  an  entry  or  filing  except 
under  allegation  that  the  claim  is  void  ab 
initio  because  the  alleged  settlor  was  not  in 
existence  at  the  date  of  the  record 533 

£rroneou<)  allowance  of  an  entry  can  not 
divest  the  company  of  its  right  under  the 
grant 430 

A  prima  facie  valid  preemption  filing  of 
record,  when  the  grant  takes  effect,  excludes 
the  land  therefrom 1, 143, 163, 195, 224 

A  prima  facie  valid  preemption  filing  ex- 
isting at  date  of  definite  location  excepts 
the  land  covered  thereby  iVom  the  opera- 
tion of  the  grant ;  and  the  fact  that  the  pre- 
emptor  did  not  reside  upon,  or  improve  the 
land  does  not  relieve  the  grant  from  the  ef- 
fect of  the  filing  163,225 

A  prima  facie  valid  preemption  filing  of 
record  at  the  date  when  the  grant  becomes 
effective  raises  a  presumption  of  settlement 
as  alleged,  and  of  the  actual  existence  of  the 
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olalm,  whloh  ii  oonolmlTe  m  agAinst  the 
gnnt  in  the  Absenoe  of  ui  allegation  tli»l 
Mid  tiUngwM  void  oft  tniKo 224 

A  prim*  faoie  Tslid  Mhool  Mleotlon  of 
record  when  thegmntbeoomesefleotive  ex- 
cepts the  land  therefttwi ;  the  eabeeqnent 
cancellation  of  the  aelection  doea  not  affect 
thestatoaoftheland 40 

Under  the  provisiona  of  the  grant  of  Feb- 
rnary  9, 1858,  lands  covered  by  prima  facie 
▼alid  swamp  selections,  when  it  became  effec- 
tive, were  excepted  therefrom.  (St  Loals, 
Iron  Monntain  and  Soaibem  R.  B.Co.) 157 

A  claim  based  onsettlement,reaidence,and 
ooltiTation,  existing  at  the  date  the  grant 
becomes  effeotlye,  excepts  the  land  ooTered 
thereby 443,581 

failure  of  homestead  settler  to  make  entry 
within  the  statutory  period,  will  not  relleye 
the  grant  from  the  effect  of  the  settlement 
claim J71 

A  valid  settlrment  claim  exlating  when 
the  grant  becomes  effeotlTe    excepts  the 
land  thereftvm.  and  the  failnre  of  the  settler 
to  place  his  claim  of  record  can  not  be  called    • 
in  qnestion  by  the  company 482,571 

Settlement  and  reiidence  of  an  alien  does 
not  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from 
the  grant 89,354 

Settlement  of  an  alien,  In  not  effective  as 
against  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  the 
snbseqncnt  qnaliiloation  of  the  settler  will 
not  relate  back  to  defeat  the  grant   854 

Wlien  possession  and  ocoapanoy  alone 
are  relied  upon  to  except  land,  it  mast  af- 
firmatively appear  that  the  party  in  each 
possession  had  the  right  to  assert  a  dalm 
nnder  the  settlement  laws 531, 568, 584 

Oconpancy  and  possession  of  one  who  has 
ezhaasted  his  rights  nnder  the  homestead 
and  preSmpUon  laws  do  not  constitute  a 
"claim"  that  will  defeat  the  operation  of  the 
grant.    (Korthem  Pacific) 581 

Oocapancy  of  a  tract  by  a  qualified  set- 
tler at  the  date  when  the  grant  becomes  ef- 
fective excepts  the  land  therefrom.  (North- 
em  Pacific)  584 

Land  under  cultivation  at  date  of  definite 
location  is  excepted  ftt>m  the  grant  to  the 
Northern  Pacific,  even  thoagh  the  claim- 
ant did  not  at  such  time  reside  on  the  land.  688 

The  claim  of  a  qualified  settler  who  has 
for  a  long  period  maintained  residence  on 
unaurveyed  land,  and  is  in  occupation  there- 
of at  date  of  withdrawal  on -designated 
route,  though  not  then  residing  thereon,  is 
sufficient  to  except  it  fh>m  a  grant  that  pro- 
tecta  the  occupancy  of  a  homestead  setUer. 
(Aotof«ruly25, 1800) 671 

Occupancy,  at  definite  location,  by  one 
who  holds  under  the  company,  and  asserts 
no  right  under  the  settlement  laws,  will  not 
defeat  the  grant 471 

The  occupancy  of  an  Indian,  who  has  not 
abandoned  the  tribal  relation,  existing  at 


date  of  definite  location,  will  not  exeept  the 
land  covered  thereby  from  the  operatioB  of 
the  grant 50 

Occupancy  of  publio  land  by  an  IndiaB 
who  has  not  abandoned  the  tribal  relation 
confers  no  homestead  right  under  the  act  ot 
July  4, 1884,  as  against  a  grantthat  becomea 
effective  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act. . .  804 

An  allegation  that  land  is  excepted  from, 
by  a  settlement  claim,  ia  not  estabUshed  by 
ahowing  that  the  tract  is  included  within  a 
large  botly  of  laud  improved  and  oecapied, 
as  a  whole,  for  a  cattle  ranch 403 

An  allegation  that  land  is  excepted  ftvos, 
by  reason  of  a  settlement  daim,  will  be  ia- 
▼eatigated  even  though  such  action  may  not 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  applicant 444 

Survey  of  a  private  claim,  under  the  act 
of  July  1,  18M,  not  approved  by  the  sur- 
veyor-general, the  commissioner,  or  the 
Secretary,  is  not  effective  as  againat  the  «p- 
eratlon  of  a 491 

The  survey  of  a  private  claim  that  la  not 
approved  by  the  surveyor-general  Is  not  ef- 
feotive  as  against  a  grant 53d 

Lands  within  the  larger  ontboundarlea  of 
an  unlocated  prirate  claim  of  qnanttty  are 
not  excepted  from,  except  as  to  the  quan- 
tity required  to  satisfy  the  fioat  463 

Lends  not  finally  required  to  satisfy  n  pri- 
vate claim  for  a  specific  place  are  not  ex- 
cepted from 491,538 

The  case  of  Cbilds  v.  Southern  Pacific  R. 
R.  Go.  cited  and  followed 49^463 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  2,  act 
of  June  15, 1880,  existing  when  the  grant  be- 
comes effective,  excepts  tlie  land  UierefTom .  596 

The  discovery  of  the  mineral  charaoterof 
land,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of  pat- 
ent therefor,  or  certification  where  patent 
is  not  required,  effectually  excludes  such 
land  from  a  grant  which  contains  a  provision 
excepting  all  mineral  lands  therefrom fl6 

Lands  within  the  grant  to  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  are  expressly  excepted  from  the 
later  grant  to  the  Southern  Pacific :  and  the 
forfsiture  of  certain  lands  granted  to  the 
former  company  confers  no  rights  upon  the 
latter  to  select  lands  never  embraced  in  its 
grant S34 

Definite  location  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
did  not  take  effect  upon  lands  within  the 
previous  indemnity  withdrawal  made  nnder 
the  act  of  ICay  5^  1864 W7 

The  lands  reserved  for  Indemnity  pur- 
poses under  the  grant  of  June  3,  1856^  are 
excluded  by  express  terms  from  the  grant 
made  by  section  8,  act  of  May  5, 1864;  and 
the  lands  so  reserved  but  not  required  as 
indemnity  do  not  become  suttfcct  to  tiie  lat- 
ter grant  on  the  final  a4Justment  of  the 
former 616 

Withdrawal. 

Takes  effect  upon  unsurveyod  as  well  as 
surveyed  land 186 
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On  general  ronte  reserres  the  land  autil 
ilefinite  locatloo,  and  the  status  of  aiich  land 
rooaowblle  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
it  sabaequontly  falls  within  the  limits  of  an 
order  purporting  to  withdraw  it  for  indem- 
nity purposes  92 

Does  not  take  effect  upon  land  covered  by 
a  valid  settlement  claim 437 

On  general  route  (Northern  Pacific)  does 
nottalce  effect  npon  land  covered  by  prima 
fjicie  valid  preUraption  filing 443, 471 

Od  general  route  does  not  take  effect  upon 
land  covered  by  a  valid  settlement  right, 
and  the  land  is  thereafter  open  to  settlement 
and  entry  by  the  first  legal  applicant 482 

On  general  route  does  not  take  effect  on 
land  covere<l  by  a  homestead  entry  even 
though  the  statutory  life  of  such  entry  may 
have  expired 568 

Plea  that  a  withdrawal  can  not  take  effect 
before  the  company  accepts  the  conditions 
imposed  by  the  Stiite.  if  effective  for  any 
purpose,  can  only  be  set  up  by  one  who  has 
been  iDdui',o«l  by  such  cuiiditiuu  uf  affa.rd  to 
guupon  land  otherwise  subject  to  the  with- 
drawal  186 

Order  of  February  12  (11),  189»,  revoking 
withdrawal  for  the  Chicago,  Minneapolis 
and  Omaha  Railway  Company  modified 607 

Directions  given  for  a  rule  on  certain  com- 
panies t-o  show  cause  why  the  indemnity 
withdrawals  made  for  their  bouefit  should 
not  be  revoked 625 

Railroad  JLands. 

See  Homestead  (sub -title  Qenerally.) 

Circular  of  Nuvembor  1,  1890, '  under  the 
the  act  of  AugU'St  20, 1893,  for  the  relief  of 
settlers  on 434 

Circular  of  November  7,  1899,  under  the 
act  of  October  1,  1800,  for  the  relief  of  set- 
tlers on  Northern  Pacific  indemnity \.  435 

Instruction')  uuiler  the  forfeiture  act  of 
September  2(j,  1890 625 

Act  OF  March  3, 1887. 

Proceedings  to  recover  title  under  the  act 
of  1887  taken  on  due  application 603 

Application  to  purchase  under  section  5 
must  be  presented  In  accordance  with  de- 
partmental regulations  535 

Application  under  the  act  for  reinstate- 
ment will  not  be  refused  because^ot  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  regulations  of  February 
13,  1889,  where  made  prior  to  the  formula- 
tion of  said  regulations  359 

Directions  given  for  the  disposition  of  ap- 
plications to  purchase  landn  formerly  with- 
drawn for  the  Chicago,  Slinoeapolis  and 
OmahaRailway  Company 607 

Decision  of  the  General  Land  Office  on 
ftB parte  proceedings,  holding  that  the  land 
is  subject  to  the  grant, does  not  preclude  de- 
partmental action  under  said  act 226 

The  act  is  mandatory,  and  calls  for  Judi- 
cial proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title 


where  the  record  shows  that  lands  have 
been  patented  to  a  railroad  that  were  in  fact 
excepted  from  the  grant 588*592 

The  Department  has  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain an  application  for  the  re-instatement  of 
an  entry  under  said  act  if  there  has  been  no 
formaladjustmentof  the  grant 358 

An  applicant  for  the  rignt  of  ro-instate- 
ment  under  said  act  will  not  be  heard  to 
deny  that  be  voluntarily  abandoned  his  en- 
try where  he  has  sold  and  transferred  for  a 
valuable  consideration  "all  his  estate, title, 
and  interest"  to  the  land  covered  thereby.  358 

An  application  to  purchase  under  section 
5  lands  erroneously  patented  to  a  railroad 
company  can  not  be  entertained  until  are- 
conveyance  of  title  has  been  secured. .  ..590, 603 

Right  of  purchase  under  section  5,  not 
limited  to  immediate  purchaser  from  the 
company,  but  extends  to  any  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser of  the  land  who  is  qualified  in  the 
matter  of  citizenship  ;  the  qualifications  of 
his  grantor  or  intervening  purchasers  are 
not  material 229 

The  second  proviso  in  section  5  applies 
only  to  lands  which,  at  the  passage  of  the 
aqt,  had  been  settled  upon  after  December 
1,  1882,  by  parties  claiming  in  good  faith  a 
right  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settle- 
ment laws'  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  or 
equities  of  others 607 

Application  to  purchase  under  section  5, 
made  by  one  claiming  uuder  a  railroad  com- 
pany, cannot  be  entertained  until  it  has 
been  finally  determined  that  the  land  Is  in 
fact  excepted  from  the  grant 629 

Receiver  and  Regrister. 

See  Land  Department. 

Record. 

Circular  with  respect  to  exemplification 
of 886 

Rehearing:. 

See  Practice, 

Reinstatement. 

See  Application,  Railroad  Landt. 

Relinquisiiment. 

Filed  after  initiation  of  contest  does  not 
defeat  the  right  of  the  con  testant 65 

Filed  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest  is 
presumptively  the  result  thereof,  but  such 
presumption  Is  not  conclusive 210 

Is  not  in  aid  of  a  pending  contest  unless 
^led  as  the  result  thereof 210 

Filed  by  the  entryman  terminates  his 
rights  in  a  pending  contest  with  an  adverse 
claimant 251 

Framed  in  terms  of  abbolnte  and  nncon- 
ditional  surrender  of  all  rights  claimed 
^thereunder,  is  not  limited  in  its  operation 
by  a  statement  therein  that  it  is  made  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  new  entry  in  lien 
of  the  one  relinquished ....••.  844 
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Of  homo8tea4l  eotry  not  defeated  by  the 
protest  of  the  entryman's  wife 352 

Failure  of  the  local  ofllo(<  to  act  upon  will 
not  defeat  equities  arlHing  thereunder 592 

Is  not  oflectod  by  an  informal  paper  exe- 
cuted and  held  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  anote... 597 

Repayment. 

A  mortgagee,  whose  claim  is  merely  lien 
on  the  land  is  not  entitled  to 283 

Can  not  be  allowed  in  the  case  of  a  desert 
entry  canceled  because  made  for  speculative 
purposes  and  for  land  not  desert  in  charac- 
ter  313 

Application  for,  waives  pending  appeal 
from  an  order  of  cancellation 624 

Reservation. 

For  a  proper  purpose  (preservation  of 
"mammoth  trees  ")  made  by  the  looal  office, 
on  the  request  of  the  surveyor-general,  if 
unrevoked,  may  be  considered  as  approved 
by  the  Department,  and  the  land  included 
there)  n  reserved  from  d  isposal 60 

Entry  erroneously  allowed  for  land  cov- 
ered by  Indian,  ma}  be  held  intact  on  the 
release  of  the  land 231 

Agricultural  lands  formerly  within  the 
Sioux  Indian,  and  opened  to  settlement  un- 
der the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  subject  to  dis- 
position only  under  the  homestead  law 231 

Residence. 

See  Settlement. 

To  establish,  there  must  be,  concnrrent 
with  the  act  of  settlement,  an  intent  to  make 
the  land  a  home,  to  the  exclusion  of  one  else- 
where  450 

When  once  established  to  the  exclusion 
of  a  home  elsewhere,  and  the  Improvements 
indicate  good  faith,  temporary  absences  on 
busint'ss  may  be  excused '.  503 

Gnu  not  be  established  through  the  acts 
of  another u02 

Not  acquired  nor  maintained  by  occasional 
visits  to  the  land 284,469 

Of  husband  and  wife,  while  they  live  to- 
gether as  such,  is  the  same ;  and  the  home 
of  the  wife  is  pro:«umptively  with  her  hus- 
band      22 

Failure  of  the  wife  to  reside  on  the  land 
until  after  notice  of  contest  does  not  im- 
peach the  goo<l  faith  of  the  claimant  where 
it  is  apparent  that  her  final  removal  to  the 
land  is  in  compliance  with  a  previous  bona 
fide  Intention  of  the  claimant  to  make  his 
home  on  the  laud » 643 

Separate,  can  not  at  the  same  time  be  main- 
tained by  husband  and  wife,  in  a  house  built 
acro'ts  the  line  between  two  settlement 
claims.  In  such  a  ca'^o  the  cliiimants  may 
elect  which  tract  they  will  retain. 207 

In  determinintr  whether  the  claim  of,  is 
made  in  good  faith,  iht*  fitness  of  the  land 
M  a  place  of  permanent  abode,  the  period 
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of  inhabitancy,  and  the  claimant's  relation 
to  the  land  after  final  proof  may  be  con- 
sidered   450 

One  who  purchases  land  ftt>m  a  State,  by 
virtue  of  his  residence  thereon,  is  precluded 
thereby  from  claiming  residence  on  public 
land  during  the  period  covered  by  bis  proof 
under  tbi*  State  law 164 

Oflieial  employment  can  not  be  accepted 
as  an  excuse  for  the  want  of^  where  the  entry 
is  made  with  a  full  knowledge  that  auch  em- 
ployment will  prevent  inhabitancy  of  the 
land 280 

Leave  of  absence  accorded  under  sectton 
3,  act  of  March  3, 1889,  can  only  be  allowed 
on  due  showing  that  snch  absence  is  made 
necessary  by  sickness,  failure  of  crops,  or 
other  unavoidable  oasnalty 4131 

Homestead. 

Failure  to  establish  within  six  months 
fh>m  entry  not  cnred  by  the  value  of  the 
improvements,  where  a  contest  is  bron^t 
on  the  ground  of  such  default 602 

Must  be  shown  to  cover  period  not  in- 
cluded within  military  service M8 

The  plea  of  sickness  and  poverty  can  not 
be  received  as  an  excuse  for  failure  to  estab- 
lish, unless  good  faith  is  shown,  and  it  is 
apparent  the  failure  is  due  to  the  causes  al- 
leged   497 

Temporary  absences  on  account  of  ex- 
ceptional circumstances  may  be  excused, 
but  snch  absences  should  be  the  exception 

and  not  the  rule 4122 

PUKl^MPTION. 

Absence  occurring  after  settlement  does 
not  affect  the  right  of  the  settler  if  he  returns 
to  the  land  prior  to  the  intervention  of  any 
adverse  claim,  and  thereafter  resides  there- 
on in  due  compliance  with  law 807 

Res  Judicata. 

An  expression  of  opinion  by  the  Ck>mmis- 
sioner  as  to  the  validity  of  an  entry  pending 
before  the  local  office,  will  not  preclude  said 
Commissioner,  or  his  successor,  from  a  full 
examination  of  the  case  when  reached  in 
regular  order 18 

A  decision  long  acquiesced  in  will  not  be 
reconsidered  on  the  mere  allegation  of  error 
in  construing  the  law 232 

A  departmental  decision  that  land  is  min- 
eral in  character  does  not  preclude  subse- 
quent investigation  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
partment as  to  the  character  of  such  land. .  441 

Final  adverse  decision  of  the  Department 
precludes  favorable  consideration  of  a  snb- 
soquent  application  of  the  same  part^  rais- 
ing the  same  question 463 

Final  decision  of  the  Secretary  is  not  sub- 
ject to  review  by  his  successor  in  office  ....  604 

The  issuance  of  a  final  certificate  by  the 
local  ofBce  can  not  be  set  np  by  the  entry- 
man  as  an  adjudication  thst  precludes  snch 
oflice  from  rendering  a  decision  on  a  hearing 
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subseqaoDtiy  ordered  by  the  General  Land 
OCBoe 473 

Revlei¥. 

SeePraetiM. 

Revised  Statutes. 

See  Revised  Statutes  cited  and  e<m»trued, 
page  xiz. 

Rll^lit  of  UTay. 

Maps  showing  a  continaoas  line  of  road 
may  be  sabmitted  for  approval,  though  ex- 
hibiting sections  of  road  in  excess  of  20 
miles 384 

Application  for,  will  not  be  approved  in 
the  absence  of  due  proof  showing  the  organ- 
ization of  the  company  under  its  incorpora- 
tion  432 

A  map  ^ed  within  twelve  months  after 
definite  location,  which  is  returned  for 
amendment,  will  be  held  to  have  been  filed 
in  time,  though  the  statutory  period  may 
expire  before  the  perfected  map  is  filed 552 

A  map  will  not  be  approved  if  the  state- 
ments in  the  certificate  and  afiidavit  accom- 
panying the  same  are  not  in  accordance  with 
the  facts  as  otherwise  shown 552 

Reservoir  Lands. 

Circular  of  July  22, 1890,  issued  under  the 
act  of  June  20,  1890,  authorizing  the  resto- 
ration of  certain  lands  withdrawn  for  reser- 
voir purposes 212 

Scliool  Land. 

Indemnity  selection  made  by  the  Terri- 
tory of  Washington,  under  section  2275,  R. 
S.,  reserves  the  land  covered  thereby ;  and 
lands  thus  selected  are  not  released  from 
such  reservation  by  the  act  admitting  said 
Territory  into  the  Union 381, 882 

The  authority  to  make  indemnity  selec- 
tions rests  with  the  county  commissioners, 
who  derive  their  authority  from  the  act  of 
March  2, 1853.    (Washington) 382 

If  the  State  takes  indemnity  for  land  re- 
turned as  mineral,  it  is  estopped  from  assert- 
ing a  ftirther  claim  to  the  basis,  even  though 
it  is  in  fact  agricultural  land.    (Colorado) . .  504 

SetUement  on,  prior  to  survey,  by  one  who 
has  exhausted  his  preemptive  right,  and 
claims  as  a  homesteader,  does  not  defeat  the 
reservation,  if  the  survey  is  made  prior  to 
the  act  of  May  14, 1880 527 

Scrip. 

Where  an  application  to  locate  covers  non- 
contiguous tiacts,  and  is  allowed  for  one, 
and  r^eoted  as  to  the  other,  on  account  of 
non-contiguity,  the  entry  allowed  may  be 
canceled  on  request  and  the  scrip  returned, 
if  the  government,  by  such  action,  sustains 
no  loss 328 

Issued  under  the  act  of  June  2, 4858,  in 
satisfaction  of  a  private  claim,  may  only  be 
located  on  land  subject  to  private  entry 378 


Page. 

Settlement. 

See  Indian  Lands,  Oklahoma,  Settlert. 

Sights  of,  not  acquired  without  personal 
acts  on  the  part  of  the  settler 175 

Actual  notice  of  the  extent  of  a  claim 
made  by,  wiU  protect  such  claim  as  against 
the  entry  of  another 404 

And*  residence  of  one  who  fails  through 
mistake  to  include  the  land  within  his  entry, 
will  be«protected  as  against  the  subsequent 
occnpition  of  another  who  takes  forcible 
possession  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts.  394 

And  residence  of  an  alien  confers  no 
righto 89,354 

Of  an  alien  is  ineflfectual,  and  his  right 
will  not  relate  back  on  subsequent  qualifi- 
cation, to  defeat  the  intervening  claim  of 
another 354 

On  land  covered  by  the  open  and  notorious 
occupaAcy  and  possession  of  another,  is  with 
notice  of  any  rights  that  may  exist  in  the 
prior  occupant 191 

Kights  acquired  by,  are  abandoned  as  to 
tlie  land  not  included  within  the  entry 557 

Made  with  the  intention  to  secure  title 
under  section  2287.  R.  S.,  and  without  resi- 
dence on  the  land,  is  not  in  good  faith,  and 
does  not  authorize  a  purchase  under  said 
section 18 

Bight  not  established  on  a  showing  that 
the  tract  is  included  within  a  large  body  of 
land  improved  and  occupied  as  a  whole  for 
acattle  ranch 463 

One  who  is  occupying  land  as  the  tenant 
of  an  entryman,  acquires  no  right  as  a  set- 
tler, on  the  rolintiuisUment  of  the  entry, 
that  can  bo  set  up  to  defeat  the  intervening 
entry  of  another 178 

One  who,  residing  on  land  as  the  tenant  of 
another,  may,  on  the  termination  of  such 
relation,  acquire  a  valid  settlement  right  by 
remaining  thereon  and  improving  the  same 
with  the  intent  to  make  it  a  permanent 
home 7'i,284 

One  who  enters  upon  land  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  another,  and  remains  thereon 
in  such  capacity,  is  not  a  settler  within  the 
meaning  of  the  preemption  law 68 

On  laud  withdrawn  from  entry  confers 
no  right  as  against  the  government,  but  as 
between  claimants  for  such  land  priority  of 
settlement  may  be  considered. 197 

On  laud  covered  by  the  entry  of  another 
is  at  once  efiective  on  the  cancellation  of 
such  entry 197 

On  land  covered  by  an  entry  confers  no 
right  as  dfainst  the  record  on  tryman,  but  as 
between  subsequent  claimants  the  settle- 
ment first  in  time  is  entitled  to  the  highest 
consideration  on  cancellation  of  the  exist- 
ing entry 284 

Acts  of,  on  land  held  in  reservation  con- 
fer no  right  against  the  government,  but 
may  be  considered  in  determiiiiug  the  prior- 
ities of  subsequent  claimants 452 
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On  lands  anbjeot  to  Che  optsration  of  a 
railroad  grant  confers  no  righto 91 

HOMRSTBAD. 

Followed  by  residence  and  improvement, 
confers  a  right  of  homestead  that  attaches 
from  date  of  settlement,  and  snch  right  is 
not  impaired  by  the  subsequent  occupation 
of  the  land  by  townsite  settlers  on  the  day 
of  snob  settlement « 330 

Not  made  in  good  faitb,  but  with  a  view 
tospeculatiou,  does  not  confer  any  rights. . .  330 

Oan  not  be  made  by  one  who  is  at  tlio  same 
time  maintaining  a  settleniont  cliam  for  an- 
other tract  under  the  preemption  law 550 

Not  aflfected  by  the  fkct  that  it  is  made 
pending  the  insuance  of  final  certificate  on 
preemption  proof,  previously  submitted  in 
due  compliance  with  law 182 

Preemption. 

May  be  shown  to  have  been  made  at  a  dif- 
ferent and  earlier  date  than  alleged  in  the 
declaratory  statement 143 

On  reserved  land  confers  no  right  of  pre- 
emption  477 

Of  the  preSmptor  defines  the  extent  of 
thedaima 72 

Settlers. 

Act  of  August  20,  1800,  for  the  relief  of, 
on  railroad  lands ;  circular  of  November  1, 
1890 434 

Act  of  October  1,  1800,  for  the  relief  of; 
on  Northern  Pacific  indemnity  lands ;  cir- 
cular of  November?,  1800 435 

Sioux  lodiao  Lands. 

See  Indian  Lands. 

Sol«lier's  Ilouicstcad. 

See  Uitmestead. 

Special  Ai^ent. 

Sec  I*raetiee. 

States  and  Territories. 

The  title  to  land  sold  and  segregated  by 
the  State  as  swami),  prior  to  the  act  of  July 
23,  1866,  is  confirmed  in  the  State  by  the 
second  clause  of  section  4  of  said  act  if  the 
segregation  conforms  to  the  "system  of 
surveys"  adopted  by  the  United  States. 
(Gal) 87 

The  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office  in  approving  town- 
ship plats  showing  segregation  surveys 
made  by  the  State  prior  to  the  act  of  ^66  is 
limited  to  deterraining  whether  said  surveys 
conform  to  the  "system  of  surveys" 
adopted  by  the  United  States.  Sefnble,  if 
fraud  is  alleged  the  Commissioner  may  re- 
fuse his  approval.    (Cal.) 37 

Statutes. 

See    Actg  of  Congress,  and   Revised  Statutes, 
cited  and  construed,  pages  xvui  and  iix. 


Pago. 

Stare  Decisis. 

The  Geoeral  Land  Office  in  the  disposi- 
tion of  oasee  that  fall  within  well-settled 
rulings  of  the  Department  must  be  gov- 
erned by  such  rulings  until  they  are  re- 
versed by  departmental  authority 174 

Survey. 

Should  not  be  approved  if  the  comem  are 
not  marked  on  the  ground  as  indicated 
therein  and  as  reqoirod  by  the  regulations.     93 

Circular  of  June  2, 1887, 6  L.  D.,  690,  with 
respect  to  the  subdivision  of  aections,  re- 
issoed 003 

Swamp  £.and. 

In  the  investigation  of  claims  the  proceed- 
ings of  a  special  agent  should  be  in  accord- 
ance with  departmental  regulations 222 

The  claim  of  the  State,  whUe  pending  on 
adjustment,  should  not  be  considered  as 
"waived  "  in  the  absence  of  a  formal  waiver 
filed  with  the  record 228 

Timber  Culture. 

See  Oontestf  Entry, 

Entryman  may  take  advantage  of  break- 
ing  done  by  a  previous  occupant  of  the 
land 43,400 

Entryman  who  entrusts  the  care  of  his 
claim  to  an  agent  is  responsible  for  the  fail- 
ure of  such  agent  to  perform  the  requisite 
acts  in  compliance  with  law 161,289 

Where  the  failure  to  secure  a  growth  of 
timber  results  from  the  want  of  ordinary 
diligence  the  entry  must  be  canceled 183 

FaQure  to  break  the  full  acreage  do«s  not 
call  for  cancellation,  where  good  faith  is 
manifest  and  the  default  is  cured  when  dis- 
covered   189 

Sowing  tree  seeds  on  frozen  ground  partly 
covered  with  anew  c«n  not  be  accepted  as 
compliance  with  law,  eepecially  where  it 
appears  that  the  work  might  have  been  done 
seasonably  and  in  good  order 289 

PlantlnE  before  the  time  fixed  by  the  law 
is  compliance  with  its  requirements,  if  the 
land  has  been  properly  prepared 460 

Failure  to  secure  the  requisite  growth  of 
trees  does  not  call  for  cancellation  where 
snch  result  is  not  due  to  negligence  in  plant- 
ing and  cultivation,  but  to  the  character  of 
the  season,  and  seed  that  proved  defective.  468 

One  who  has  complied  with  the  law,  sub* 
mitted  proof  and  received  final  certificate, 
is  not  required  to  replant  where  the  trees 
are  subsequently  destroyed 566 

Timber  and  Stone  Aet. 

Becogniaes  the  right  of  pr^mption  on 
lands  chiefly  valuable  for  timber 7, 145 

Entry  made  by  an  employ^  of  surveyor- 
general's  office  is  invalid  and  must  be  can- 
celed  • 96 

Does  notftuthorize  entry  of  land  included 
within  a  bona  fide  preemption  claim,  and 
the  right  of  the  preemptor  is  not  limit64 
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In  sooh  OMe  to  the  portloalftr  niUiTlBion 
«m  which  his  improyemento  are  sttiukted. . .  Itf 

HMTied  woman  in  the  State  of  Cililbfrnift 
Is  not  disqualified  to  make  entry  by  the  faot 
that  her  hnsband  has  made  an  entiy  nnder 
theaet  and  paid  for  the  land  with  oomBMin< 
ity  money 371 

Timbered  land  that  is  fit  for  onltivation 
by  oidinMy  agrionltoral  prooess,  when  tiie 
timber  is  removed,  is  not  subject  to  entry.  484 

CTntil  patent  issaes  the  Department  may 
oanoel  an  entry  on  snffioient  proof  that  the 
land  is  not  saljeot  to  such  appropiiatlon, 
or  that  the  entry  is  in  fraud  of  the  law. . . .  484 

There  is  no  aathority  for  the  submission 
of  proof^  nnder  an  application  to  porohase, 
at  any  place  except  at  the  looal  oflice 845 

The  departmental  regulation  requiring 
the  appUcantto  personally  examine  the  land 


Page, 
prior  to  application  is  within  the  intent  of 

the  act :..  G99 

Where  the  applicant  falsely  makes  oath  in 
his  preliminary  affidavit  that  ho  has  exam- 
ined the  land  and  knows  from  his  personal 
knowledge  that  it  is  of  the  character  con- 
templated by  the  act  the  right  of  pur- 
chase shouM  be  denied 590 

OTownsite. 

In  Oklahoma,  Circular  of  July  10, 1800. . . .    24 
In  Oklahoma^  Circular  of  July  18,  1800, 
commuted  homestead 68 

Transferee. 

See  A  Ksfuiliofi,  Final  Froqf,  Practice  (sub- 
titles, BehBoring  and  Emiew), 

UTarrant. 
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